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FOREWORD

This contribution has been prepared by the Office of Re-
search and Reports in response to the Terms of Reference for
NIE 11-8-66, Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Attack. It does
not attempt to address all topics included in the Terms of '
Reference but focuses on a relatively detailed presentation
.of the major new evidence and trends of the past year and
their effect on an assessment of the future strength and capa-
bilities of the Soviet strategic attack forces.

The judgments presented in this contribution represent
the current views of ORR and have not been coordinated with
other offices of CIA. It is expected that some of the views
expressed will be modified as new evidence is acquired or as
new insights develop during the deliberations which will accom-
pany preparation of the final estimate. The specific numbers
of ICBM launch sites, by type, identified as under construction
almost surely will be modifieq | |

it
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] | SOVIET CAPABILITIES
FOR STRATEGIC ATTACK .

Summary

The most significant development in Soviet strategic . -
attack forces during the past year was a sharp increase,
beginning in late 1965, in the rate of construction starts. -
for launchers of both ICBM systems currently being de-
ployed.: In the small single-silo program, constriaction of
at least 12 new launch groups (ultimately 10. launchers each)
and a total of 85 new launchers were ‘begun during the last
quarter:of 1965 and the first quarter of 1966, | H

I}‘ Ihese rates are significantly
! nigher than thOS3/attamed during any previous six-month
period in the.small-silo program. [~

The increase in the rate of starting new silos is at-
tributable almost entirely to the expansion of the small silo
program in late 1965 from five to nine complexes. . More- .
over, evidence of the beginning of Six more new groups: at
both old and new complexes | |
together with the normal
FHIICEPHES g Ol Iauncher starts within groups, indicates
that during 1966 construction could begin on a total of at )
least 150 and possibly as many as 200 small silo launchers,
compared with about 100 per year in the previous two years.

L]

With respect to the large single-silo program, in which
launcher starts peaked sharply in the second quarters of both
1964 and 1965, there was an unusual increase in construction
starts during the last quarter of 1965 and the first quarter of
1966.
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These developments lead to an. estimate that there will be
some 650 to 725 opérational ICBM launchers in the Soviet
force by mid-1968, of which about 600 were firmly identified
by 1 July 1966 (including more than 300 in various stages
of construction, virtually all of which should be completed
by mid-1968). Barring a major disruption of the constructmh
programs¥*, therefore, it appears that present force pro-
jections for mid-1968 (as reflected in NIPP-66) will be
exceeded by more than 100 launchers although the projection
for mid-1967 remains generally valid. It also seems clear
that the ICBM force will be substantially higher than- the '
500 launchers estimated in NIE 11-8-65 as the low side of
the range for the 1970's.” For mid-1971, ‘an operational force
of 700 to 1,000 launchers is estimated. In récognition of the
numerous changes in pace-and direction that have occurred °
in past Soviet ICBM programs and the various economic,
political, and strategic factors that may work to restrict the
ultimate size of the force, the low side‘of this range repre-
sents a minimum estimate -- a force no larger than the
! number of launchers im“#lb'ed by evidence already available,

although of somewhat different composition. - Although it is
possible that the high side of the range for mid- 1971 could
be exceeded, this is not considered to be likely. I:I :

A key element of uncertainty in projections beyond mid-
1968 is whether the recent increase in the rate at which
construction of new launchers was begun reflects a major
change in Soviet policy and objectives -and can be expected
to be sustained in the future, or whether the increase re-
presents a transitory fluctuation in tempo, similar to past

* Very recent evidence, which is not reflected in this
contribution, indicates that some of the apparently completed
small silos are being re-excavated.

-2 -

TOP SHCRET |




TOP SECRET |

/

spurts in Soviet ICBM deployment activity. This uncertainty
will be reduced when L 'f.o
determine whether new groups are still being started at both )
the original and new small silo complexes or at:the new com-.
plexes only. - In the latter case a reduction from the recent
high rates would be indicated. It may require six months or
more, however, to confirm a cessation of starts of single
silo groups at the five original complexes because of the high
number of groups started in the recent past and the vagaries
~of weather and other factors | : ] |
It should be possible to judge the current pace of the large
silo program somewhat earlier, but because of its smaller
size, the status of this program has much less effect on

future quantitative projections. I:I

Although it cannot be related directlyto the future pace -
and magnitude of the ICBM program, there is some evidence
that suggests the direction of current Soviet policy and mili-
tary thinking. During the spring and summer of 1965, for
example, statements by Soviet leaders increasingly referred
to the necessary burdens of defense expenditures in a manner
that implied some new or pending decisions with respect to
the level of military requirements. * In retrospect, these
statements appear; ?o have foreshadowed the acceleration of
the ICBM deployment program that began in late 1965 and
may have been occasioned at least in part by decisions con-
cerning the long-term course or objectives of that program.
Moreover, the tone and character of current Soviet doctrinal
discussions suggest a growing confidence in the availability
of a more reliable Soviet deterrent and of the means to support
a more flexible military strategy, presumably based on
such a deterrent. These indications would be consistent with
a Soviet commitment to:an ICBM force that would provide a
substantially higher level of deterrence thanpast programs
have suggested. If the recent pace of deployrhent is 5us-
tained, it would appear that the USSR is seekihg within the
next few years to achieve an ICBM force approaching

* See’ CIA/RR MM 66-1, The Military Issue in Soviet Policy
During 1965, February 1966, SECRET.
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numerical parity: with the present US force. D

These developments may lead to a new round of MRBM/IRBM
deployment activity, the first since the deployment of "ch‘e '
current force of some 700 operational launchers was com-
pleted in 1964. As yet, it is not possible to judge whether
new deployment will take the form of a mobile system, such
as SCAMP, or the retrofit of a| |missile-at
existing SS-4 or SS-5 hard sites, or both. In any case, no
s1gn1f1cant increase in the total MRBM/IRBM force is antic-

ipated. ‘:l

Developments during the past year have strengthened
somewhat the belief that a new class of ballistic missile sub-
‘marine will appear in the next year or so, but the evidence
remains inconclusive. | | Severoduinsk
suggests that a new c]‘,;{ss of submarine may be under con-
struction there but provides no indication of the type. - Simi-
larly, a re-analysis of the probable utilization of the ship-
building faci-_litiesAat Komsomolsk indicates that capacity may
have been available for a new submarine construction pro-
gram by early 1965, | | How-
ever, Soviet statements and the pattern ol deployiment
of the current ballistic missile submarine force continue to
indicate a strategic attack role for the Navy, suggesting that
a new ballistic: missile submarine will be forthcoming intthe
near future. The deployment of a force of advance ballistic
missile submarines in the 1970's would represent another
significant SéViet.step toward the attainment of some form of
parity with US strategic attack forces. 1:| .

Operations of the heavy and medium bomber forces of Long

Range Aviation (LRA) continue to reflect a primary mission of
strategic attack and reconnaissance. Therehas beenno significant
change in the heavy bomber forces during the past year, but it

_ 4 -
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is believed that major changes are in progress in the composi-
tion of the medium bomber forces. It now appears that, in
place of extensive Blinder deployment, a substantial portion
of the Badger forces may be in the process of acquiring air-

. to-surface missiles (ASM). The ASM for the Blinder still is
not operational and there are several indications that further
deployment of this aircraft will be limited. -

ot

-5 -

TOP SECRET




BLANK PAGE




_ {TOP: SECRET

I. Trends in Doctrine and Policy

It has becorhe apparent over the past year that a new round of ‘in-
ternal debate over military doctrine and strategy has begun in the
Soviet Unio_ri. In contrast with the Khrushchev period, when discus-
sions of military matters centered largely on the practical issues pro-
voked by Khrushchev's policies of force reduction, the new discussions
are assuming a broader, more theoretical character and are raising
questions concerning the basic assumptions that have governed the de-
velopment of the armed forces since the early 1960's. It is not fortui-
tous that military officers should be reexamining the premises of Soviet
military policy at.this time, because this is a period when important
.increments to the Soviet Union's strategic striking power are beginning
to become operational. . Seen in the light of this relationship, the new
discussions assume more than routine intelligence interest, for they
point to the directions in which military thinking is now exerting its in-
fluence in the policy deliberations that are determining the size and
character of the strategic forces which will exist some years from

now. [ ]

A. Criticism of the Strategy of Deterrence

Although Kh‘g'/ushchev has left the scene of Soviet policymaking,
the heritage of his policies and ideas has continued to weigh heavily on
Soviet doctrinal thinking. In a sense, military thinkers are as much
preoccupied with Khrushchev today as they were before his political
demise. Indeed,the effort to find ways of escaping the limitations which
his policies had imposed on Soviet strategy has been a common denomi -
nator of much of the theoretical writing that has appeared in the Soviet
press since he left the scene. I:I

The military establishment which Khrushchev left to his heirs
was a special-purpose organization whose value as an instrument of
policy tended to vary with circumstances. By design and equipment,
the armed forces were geared primarily to a deterrent role, which
rested on the tacit assumption that general war was an unlikely contin-
gency. For the sake of economy, combat branches and weapons sys-
tems were strengthened or reduced according to their effectiveness
within the framework of this deterrent posture. Partly to reinforce

7 -
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the deterrent effect, a doctrine was publicized which denied the possi-
bility that any war involving a direct clash between the great powers
could take place in any form short of an all-out nuclear exchange.

A few months after the removal of Khrushchev, while the new
political leaders kept their counsel on defense questions, a gradual
but iinmistakable reaction to Khrushchev's policies began to be regis-.
tered in the Soviet military press. The reaction condemned ''subjective
methods of policy formulation and appealed for a strengthened, more
 balanced defense posture based on a more realistic strategy.. The bell-
* wether of the new movement in military thinking was the argument that
military policy should be based not on the assumption that war was un-
dikely- but rather on the assumption that war remained a real possibility
in ‘the contemporary world. [ ]

The first and most direct assertion of this argument was pre-

sented by two well-known military personalities, Major General

K. Bochkarev and Colonel I. Sidelnikov, in an article in Red Star en

21 January 1965. They couched their argument in the form of an attack
on unnamed comrades who, they said, stressed the ""possibility of pre-

-venting war through the deterrent effect of nuclear-rocket weapons,
rather than giving sufficiﬁ}ﬁt attention to the possibility that war might
occur.'" The purposes underlying this attack on the premises of

* Khrushchev's military policy were probably mixed. Considerations re-
lating to budgetary allocations may have played a part. Indeed, this
aspect of the argument was made explicit later in the year by the same
Sidelnikov when he wrote in Red Star on 22 September that the tendency
to overemphasize the deterrent role of the armed forces could lead to
questioning the ‘'need to spend large resources on them.' Yet, itis
also clear that a main consideration underlying the attack was a genuine
apprehension that the war-waging capabilities of the armed forces were
being diminished by the doctrinal as sumptions governing Soviet military

LN

-~

policy.

This aspect of the new line is revealed most clearly in the re-
newed attention that has been given in the Soviet military press to the
question of whether war in the nuclear age can be contemplated as a
rational instrument of policy. That this question is regarded as a prac-
tical one by Soviet military theorists, and not merely as a subject of
theoretical interest,. is clear from the way in which it has been treated.

-8 -
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Lt. Colonel Rybkin, whose article in Communist of the Armed Forces

in September 1965 first raised the subject, emphasized the practical
implications of the question. '"To maintain that victory in nuclear war
is impossible, " he wrote, "would not only be false on theoretical -
grounds, but dangerous also from a political point of view.' .The burden
of the argument developed by Rybkin and othersisthatnuclear war is
susceptible to rational control and that it can be used as an instrument
of national policy. The implication, it is clear, is that in a world in
which nuclear war is possible the Soviet Union should put itself in a
p{)sition to face this possibility with confidence. S v

The military writings of the past year have sketched only the
broad outlines of the practical measures that are being proposed to
translate these doctrinal injunctions into reality. One conclusion that
military writers appear to have arrived at is that the Soviet Union
should seek to broaden the range of options available to it in:conflict
situations. Accordingly, they have stressed the need for an improve-
ment of Soviet capabilities to engage in conventional warfare. . This
conclusion appears to have received broad endorsement at the Soviet
leadership level, and there is good reason to believe that practical
measures are being taken to implement it. I:I

-d/ .

But the increasing Soviet emphasis on the development of con-
ventional capabilities does not give grounds for assuming that priority
attention is no longer being given to the problems of nuclear warfare.
While there is now some tendency among military spokesmen to concede
that localized clashes between Communist and Western forces might
take place on a limited basis and that even the introduction of tactical
nuclear weapons in a limited war would not necessarily mean an auto-
matic escalation to general nuclear war, the dominant view appears
to remain that war on a European scale could not be conducted on a non-
nuclear basis. Hence the main problem for Soviet military theory
continues to be that of preparing the armed forces for nuclear warfare.
As Colonel General N. Lomov put it in an authoritative article in
Communist of the Armed Forces in November 1965, ''the main direc-

tion'"in the development of the Soviet armed forces is defined by ''the
1"

requirements of world nuclear war.

TOP SECRET




tection techniques to recognize the threat of an impending world war.

TOP SE ﬁlRE T

B. Outlines of a New Doctrine

There has been considerable effort over the past year to flesh
out the bare bones of this doctrinal assertion with practical recommenda-
tions-as to how a nuclear war might actually be waged. Military writers
have been at pains to reconcile the long-held tenet of Soviet doctrine that
force superiority is a prerequisite of victory with the manifest facts of
the present strategic relationship with the United States. The articles
offer a number of theoretical solutions to the problems of achieving. - .-~
superiority, based on the exploitation of the special characteristics of
nuclear-rocket war to achieve a favorable ''correlation of forces. "
Several aspects of modern war which are believed to offer potential
advantage in this respect have received particular emphasis.’ I:I

First it is recognized that the USSR must be capable of detect-
ing Western preparation for an attack. Marshal Sokolovskiy and Major
General Cherednichenko, for example, writing in Communist of the .
Armed Forces of April 1966, observed that it is possible to detect in
time not only the onset of an attack but also the ''start of direct prepara-

‘tion'" for an attack. In other words, they added, ''there is a possibility
.of not permitting a surprise attack.'" There is an implicit assumption
‘here that Soviet strategy y,gill be able to rely on reconnaissance and de-

Soviet strategy would further rely on a powerful strategic pre-~
emptive attack capability to exploit the advantages gained through early
warning. The principle of preemptive attack, while not new to Soviet
military doctrine, is politically sensitive and not appropriate for public
discussion. Recent theoretical treatment of the importance of timely,
surprise attack, however, has given implicit support to the desirability
of such a strategy. In a discussion of "The Time Factor in Modern
War, " Colonel I. Grudinin, writing in Communist of the Armed Forces
of February 1966, observed that the '"first massive nuclear strikes' can
possibly predetermine the entire outcome of the war. Thus, he con-
cluded, combat readiness has come to mean in part the ability of the
armed forces to 'thwart any aggressive attempts to deliver a strike and
achieve the decisive goals of war in the initial phase.'" Colonel
P. Trifonenkov, writing earlier in Communist of the Armed Forces of
January 1966, imputed even greater importance to this principle when
he ptated that timely nuclear strikes against the enemy will be a

- 10 -
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'"decisive' factor in the struggle for force superiority. Such strikes, he
further contended, can ''quickly and radically alter the correlation of
forces." " R :

The possibility of achieving victory in nuclear war must be
predicated on a belief that damage sustained can be held to acceptable
limits. Soviet military theorists apparently consider that the use of
timely nuclear strikes will, to a considerable degreé, result in the
neutralization of the enemy's offensive capability. - Two Soviet military
‘theoreticians have stated this concépt most succinctly. Lieutenant
Colonel Ye. Rybkin in Communist of the Armed Forces of Septembér-
1965 observed that the ""more decisively and quickly' the imperialist
aggressive actions are stopped, ''the less serious will be the unfavorable
consequences of the-war.!" And Colonel General N. Lomov, writing in
the same journal in November 1965, staf_edthat the ability of a country
to resist an enemy nuclear strike depends first on how much his nuclear
forces will be !' neutralized or weakened. "

Despite the advantages accruing to the side which is able to
launch the first nuclear strike, the Soviet.theorists recognize that the
USSR is unable through such a strike to eliminate completely the
‘ability of the US to Eﬁtaliate. Consequently,: military theorists argue -
that the USSR's ‘strike capability must be accompanied by strong de-
fensive measures. " Colonel General Lomov, in addition to stressing
the ability of the USSR to neutralize the enemy's striking power, empha-
sized defense 'in the broad meaning of the term -- that is, air and civil
defense.'' Rybkin, too, noted that destruction can be limited because it
may be possible '"to develop and produce instruments of war which can
reliably parry an enemy's nuclear strikes.' It is apparently believed
that a defensive capability, such as an ABM defense, combined with a
preemptive strategy, would go far to compensate for the present
strategic superiority of the West.

These brief indications ofl rends in Soviet doctrinal discus-
sion suggest a movement toward certain concepts which have been-
present in US strategy for some time. Although the efforts up to now
have been modest, it is likely that these concepts will continue to be
explored, possibly with increasing explicitness. Central Committee
" endorsement of such an inquiry was given at the 23d Party Congress
in April 1966, when Army General Yepishev, chief of the Main Political

- 11 -
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Directorate, said: '"We are obliged to strengthen the scientific and

technical elaboration of problems.... relating to the character of.a

possible thermonuclear war., There are still some false and fumbling
judgments and sometimes extremes are reached in the interpretation

of the possible consequences of employing new means of armed struggle. " D

C. Trends in Policy .- i

The developments described above relate to one side of the
policymaking process -= that is, they describe certain of the:pressures
that are being brought to bear on the Soviet leadership duringa period
when critical decisions a.ffect1ng the securlty position of the Soviet Union
will have to be made. What effect these pressures will have in.influenc-
ing future decisions on resource allocations and on the development and
deployment of major weapons systems remains uncertain.  Thus far the
Soviet leaders appear to believe that they can find ways of avoiding the
hard economic choices which would definitely foreclose the chance of
achieving one or more of the objectives outlined in the five-year plan.

The new regime's hopes for avoiding these hard choices appear
to lie in the expectation of an increase in the overall national product
‘through better. rnanagemer}lg/ and planning techniques which would improve
the '"factor productivity'" of capital-labor inputs into the Soviet economy.
"The result would be a larger pay-off in terms of production for given
levels of capital investment, which would mean having a larger pie to cut
among the other claimants on national resources, such as the consumer
sector and defense. A key factor in this prospectus, obviously, is
whether the international environment remains sufficiently calm to per-
mit the Soviet leadership to postpone the satisfaction of some defense
claims in the interests of achieving a balanced growth of the economy

as a whole. ‘:I

The evidence of the leadership's views on this question is far

from conclusive, but such indications as have been given point to a
heightening rather than a moderation of concern over national security.
Several times in recent months there have been echoes of those re-
gretful acknowledgements regarding the burdens of defense, which last
year appeared to signal a shift in the regime's policy toward a greater
satisfaction of military interests. In April at the 23d Party Congress,
for example, Kosygin conceded that the relatively modest character

- 12 -
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of the plans that were being projected for the growth of the economy
had been caused by the threatening world situation. "If matters de-
pended solely on us, ' he added, ''we would surely have made substan-
tial cuts in military spending.'" Similarly, in his election speech in
June 1966, Brezhnev asserted that "expenditures for the army and
armaments are a great burden for the budget, for our national economy. "
Claiming that the Party would like to drop '"at least part of this load"
from the people's shoulders, he went on to say that the ''situation'' did
not permit this solution. In sum, judging by the tone of leadership
statements at the present time, the recommendations of the military
theorists appear to be receiving a favorable hearing in the policy
councils of the regime. (S)

4,')%
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II. Strategic Rocket Forces

A. ICBM Forces _

1 . Current Status

The pr1nc1pal new development in Soviet ICBM deployment
since publication of NIE 11-8-65 has been the reversal of the downward
trend observed in the rate of construction starts on small single silos
during the first half of 1965. This rate was accelerated in late 1965,
and the new trend has continued into 1966. - However, the delay observed
in the completion of these same small launche rs appears to have. con-
tinued, and, as a result, fewer sites of this type have become operatmnal

by mid-1966 than were previously estimated. * The large silo program
has moved ahead about as estimated, although an increase in the rate
of new starts in late 1965 and early 1966 | | A shght _
speed-up in the pace of construction } [at these latter i

sites also, and as a result, the large: silo sites are achieving. an .
operatmnal status one quarter sooner than previously estimated.

The duration of both the upward swing in the rate of deploy-
ment starts and the stretching out of the construction cycle for the .
i small .silos cannot be determined from available evidence. Although
’ these factors have sd e effect upon the operational force levels for .
the next two years, the main impact would fall on projections for the
period beyond mid-1968. In any case, the recent trends imply a Soviet
goal substantially in excess of the 500 launchers estimated on the low

side in NIE 11-8-65. |:|

Other elements of the Soviet ICBM force, the earlier
generation SS-6, SS-7, and SS-8, remain essentially as estimated in
NIE 11-8-65. No new evidence has been acquired concerning the last
group of ten triple-silo sites completed in the last half of 1964, which
may be equipped with either the SS-7 or SS-9. I:I

* Very recent evidence, received after the completion of this contribu-
tion, indicates that some of the apparently completed small silos are
being reexcavated. This evidence, which raises serious questions
about the current status of the small silo program, is not reflected in
the remainder of this contribution but its implications are currently

be ing analyzed.
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The total number of ICBM complexes rernains. at 25 (see -
Figure 1). During the past year, however, the composﬂuonof four
older complexes changed. Construction ot small single silos began
at three old SS-7 complexes (Svobodnyy, Yedrovo, Kostroma) and, for
the first time, at an old SS-8 complex (Kozelsk),. ‘A detailed breakdown,
by system and complex, of the currently 1dent1f1ed Sov1et ICBM force is
shown in Table 1. a Co

EIR

a. First--and Sec:ondé-Gen'eratiOn Progra'n{'é R

Construction of launch sites for the initial deployment
of first-generation intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM's) in the **’
USSR began in 1958 when rail-served launch pads for thé S5-6 7 mis sile
_ were started at Plesetsk. Construction of this' type of site was terml-j
nated in 1960 when the three sites with a total® ‘of four: 1aunchers became
operational at this complex. Between 1959 and the ‘end of 1964, soft -
launch pads and hardéned silos were’ constructed for the second-
generation SS-7 and 5S-8 ICBM's. At the end of 1964, when both con="
struction programs were complete,' there were 167 operatlonal launchers
for the SS-7 missile at 77 sites (64 soft with two pads each and 13 hard
with three silos each), and 23 operational launchers for the SS-8 missile
at 10 sites (seven soft with two pads each dand three hard with threé silos
each). In addition, ‘there are 10 trlple -silo 51tes that are equ1pped w1th
either the SS-7 or SS 9.

All 224 of the first- and second- generatlon ICBM ’
launchers are believed to be operational, except one SS-=6 launcher" at
Plesetsk probably now allocated to the space program. Limited amounts
of "housekeeping" construction continues to occur at all old complexes.
With the exception of possible changes underway at the other SS-6
launchers at Plesetsk, there is no indication of a Soviet effort to change,
modify, or phase out these older s1tes I:I

b. Large Silo Program.

Constructlon of large single - -silo sites began in early
1964 with 51multaneous construction occurring at the Tyuratam Missile
Test Center (TTMTC) and at three new ICBM complexes -- Uzhur,
Aleysk and Zhangiz Tobe. In March 1964, work began at the Imeni
Gastello and Dombarovskiy complexes, and. in May 1964 at Kartaly.

- 16 -
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The first large-silo site at the TTMTC was dlscovered|
after construction had been underway| '_, a longer time
was required to find the new complexes in the field, however. The
three complexes that were begun in January were not discovered until
construction had been underway for some four to seven . months. Two
of the later complexes were discovered in about four months, and the

- Kartaly complex was discovered-the month after it was started. There
is high confidence that there are no undetected large silo.complexes in
the Soviet Union. P [ :

“

Once started, the large-silo program proceeded at
‘a. deliberate pace for the first 21 months. (Figure 2 presents:detailed
information on the programming of Soviet large single-silo ICBM sites. )
‘The rate at which sites were begun during this period averaged about
3.5 a month.  During this period, ‘a seasonal cycle in new starts became
apparent. The second quarter of each year had a peak rate three times
(21 sites) that of the remaining quarters of the year. In general
cyclical pattern and pace during the first 21 months, the construction -
program for large silos was reminiscent of the S5-7 and SS-8 programs.
During the last quarter 1965 and the first quarter 1966, however, starts -
for the large-silo program have remained high, compared with the:
corresponding previous quarters of the program. The rate at which
éltes were started during the six months in this later period averaged.
5-1/2 starts per month, wi {h 13 of the sites started in the last. quarter
- of 1965 and 20 in the first quarter of 1966. Thus it appears that the '
large-silo program either reached its 1966 peak rate very early in the
year or that the pace of the program was increased substantially at the

turn of the year. I:I

Observation of site starts during the second Qﬁarter
will be critical to a proper appraisal of this change, but coverage of
‘large-silo complexes has been so sparse that there is no _dAi'_rectv _
evidence on which to make a firm judgment at this time. [ |

f the majority of these six complexes will be required

fo determine Whether the large single-silo program has continued at
the new higher rate. |:|

‘The average elapsed time from start of construction
of a large single silo until it appears externally complete is 21 months.
Allowing an additional three months_ for fitting out, these silos will
achieve an initial operational capablhty (IOC) sometime: during the
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TYPE IlI-C

ZHANGIZ TOBE (17)

UZHUR (22)

ALEYSK (1)

IMEN! GASTELLO (18)

DOMBAROVSKIY (21)

KARTALY (18)

Identified Launcher Storts

Cumulative Starts

Cumvulative Estimated Operational Sites
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Figure 2
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21 to 24 month period. This represents a three-month reduction in the
time to I0C below that indicated in NIE 11-8-65. This time reduction
has not affected the number of operational launchers estimated for mid-

1966, mid-1967, or mid-1968, however. 4:|

Some implications for the future of the large single-
silo program may be derived from the deployment patterns at the six
complexes. The immediately obvious implication -- that the ultimate
number of sites will be ‘a multiple of six -- arises from the apparent
arrangement of the larger silos in groups of six, with each group having
one Li-shaped electronics facility co-located with a central silo. How-
ever, the number of such groups to be constructed in each complex is.
not obvious. The largest number of groups started has been four, at
both : Do:mbarovskly in the west and at Uzhur in the east. Moreover,
both of these complexes have a separate site, not associated with any
group, that has tentatively been identified as a complex control site.

If all six complexes are slated for four groups plus one complex control
-site, theultimate number of sites would be an even 150. To date, how-
ever, three of the six complexes have only three groups. I:I

'I‘he sixth complex, Aleysk, may be a special problem
to the Sov1et planners because of the earthquake damage that probably
took place there in February 1965. At the time of the quake there was
only one group of sil8s under construction. By late 1965, it was
apparent that one of-these silos had been abandoned and that a replace-
ment was under construction nearby. At about the same time a second
group of six silos was also started. |
| ~it has not been possible to determine if a third or fourth
group has been started at Aleysk, but if so they are somewhat behind
the .schedule of starts at the other five complexes. Moreover, when-
ever the existing silos have been seen at Aleysk, construction seems
to be moving ahead at a slower pace than was anticipated. If the quake
damage has been severe at Aleysk, the complex may not be enlarged
beyond two groups.

c. Small Silo Program

The construction program for small single -silos
differs from any previous Soviet ICBM program in several respects:
(1) the silos are being constructed in greater numbers than in any
other program; (2) the silos are smaller and less complex than those
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in any other program; (3) there have been no seasonal peaks in the start
rate similar to those of the second- -generation triple-silo and the large
single-silo programs; (4) construction of deployed sites began very

Construction of small single-silo ICBM sites was
begun in"March 1964 and has continued at a somewhat irregular pace to
the present time. During 1964, about 100 sites were started at five
complexes. : Four of the five complexes -- Drovyanaya, Gladkaya,
Perm, and Olovyannaya -- were previously known ICBM launch com-
plexes for the SS-7 missile. ‘The fifth complex, Tatishchevo, was new
but used the support facilities of an abandoned IRBM complex ’

-In late 1965 and- early 1966, four additional complexes
‘were brought into the small-silo program. Construction of small. single -
silo sites probably began at Svobodny and Kozelsk in late 1965 and at
Kostroma ‘and Yedrovo in early 1966. Each of the four additional com-
plexes was an existing ICBM launch complex, three having the SS-7
missile and one having the SS-8 missile. The use of Kozelsk (the SS-8
‘complex) is the -only departure from the exclusive use of existing SS-7

'complexes for add1t10na1 d}eployment of the small single-silo sites.

e At the nine complexes now in the program, some
170 small silos have been identified since January 1965. About 100
of these sites-are estimated to have been started in 1965, while the
remaining 70 sites are believed to have been started in 1966. Al-.
though the rate of construction of the small single-silos‘is not con-
sistent from month to month, the consttuction pace for the first two .
years, as reconstructed, shows a rate of about 100 silo starts per
year. - (Figure 3 presents detailed information on the programming of
construction of small single silos.’) The 1965 rate was achieved
despite a definite and as yet unexplained slackening in the pace during
the first half of 1965 that was noted in NIE 11-8-65. The pace of con-
struction starts regained momentum in the last half of 1965,..and
since late 1965 a significantly higher rate of starts has been observed.
In the fourth quarter of 1965 and the first quarter of 1966 --[ |

] |

1 == SIIU 5tdTls tOLdIIed 8D, Or 4a rdate oI I4 per month.
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Moreover, there were at least 12 group starts at this time, about twice
as many as in any previous six-month period. . These increases were
effectedalmostentirely by the introduction of the four additional com-
plexes to the program, for the rates of site and group starts were sus-
tained at about the 1965 level at the old complexes as the new complexes
were brought into the program. There is no way of knowing how long

the higher start rates will continue, but there are reasons to expect
them to apply through at least 1966. First, five group starts have been
detected during 1966 at two of the original small-silo complexes. Second,
it is only reasonable to expect additional new groups to be started at the
four new complexes, Third, even if no more new groups are started
this year, almost 90 more silos would be required merely to fill out
those groups started since late 1965. These sites in addition to the some
70 sites already identified in 1966 assure. the start of at least 150 silos
during calendar year 1966. If additionalinew groups are started at both
the old and new small silo complexes, the total number of starts 1n

1966 could reach 190 or 200. [ ] o

: The presence'or absence of additional group starts
after mid-1966 at the original small-silo complexes will be the best
indication of whether the higher start rates are being sustained. How-
ever, because of the recent appearance of group starts at some of these
complexes and the anficipated time-phasing of group starts at individual
complexes, it may 1idt be possible to determine for another six months
or more whether groups will continue to be added at these small-silo
complexes. '

2. Projectéd Force Levels

'a.  Mid-1966 Through Mid-1968

The estimated number of Soviet ICBM launchers for
the period mid-1966 through mid-1968 is shown in Table 2.’ In general,
the current estimates for 1966 and 1967 compare favorably with those
of NIE-11-8-65. However, for mid-1968 the estimated force level
(650 to 725). is considerably above the projection for that year provided
in NIPP-66 (514 to 582). In fact, by 1968 the number of estimated
operational ICBM launchers will exceed the low side of the estimate
for mid-1970 provided in NIE-11-8-65 (500 to 800). This change for
the period after 1967 has been necessitated by the substantial in-
creases since late 1965 in the rate of construction starts at both the
large-silo and small-silo complexes. Because of lack of evidence
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) Table 2 L
USSR: Estimated Number of Operational ICBM Launchers a/
. f;w*“fr“"”*“*Mld-l966 d*Mid-l968 -
Operational Systems Mid-1966 = Mia-1967 /.. Mia-1968
Total ’ 285 7 7 T M5 to WO 650 to 725
Soft - o T 1hs s S 12 to'145 0 1bh2 to 145
Ss-6 3. - 0to 3 . 0t03
SS-7 S 128 . - =8 . 128 .
Ss-8. a1k : 14
Hard (triple silo) 78 o ‘Z§,A | T Z§
85-8 . . - 9- : . 9 P 9
' Hard (single silo) 62 . .. 197 to 217 430.t0 500
Large (S5-9). # 2 67 " 120 to 1L0
Small (SS- 11) ko 77 130 t0 150 310 to 360

sy

a. In addition to these launchers there are 55 launchers at the
TTMIC, completed or under construction. While under certain con-
ditions any or all of these launchers.could.serve as operational
ready launchers of the Strateglc Rocket Force, this is not believed
to be their normal role.

b. An additional four soft launchers will be operatlonal at Plesetsk
by mid-1967 (Sites G and H), but their purpose is.not yet clear. Tt
is.possible that they. are for deployment of the TT L vehicle, which
was tested at the TTMIC durlng late 1965 and early 1966

- 22 -
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supporting the projected deployment of an SS- Very Large ICBM, __fhiS
system is no longer included in estimates of future force levels. (I:l

Second-generation systems(SS-7 and SS-8) continue
to constitute the bulk of the operational ICBM force at the present time.
However, during the next year significant numbers of single-silo sites
will become operational, rapidly changing the number of hardened
targets for US strike forces. Single silos already compose more than
two-thirds of the hardened Soviet sites, and by 1967 the change in the
Soviet force structure will have created a highly dispersed targeting

environment. 1:'

Because of the lengthy construction cycle for both
large and small silos and|
1"' ‘ [ 1t is unlikely that the
number of launchers for mid-1968 will fall outside T T v
ranges. At the pace of current construction (21 to 24 months), large’
silos started after mid-1966 as a general rule should not become
operational until after mid-1968. The low side of the estimate for
mid-1968 (120) therefore is based on the assumption that those large-
silo sites firmly identified to date will be brought to operati_orial ,s'_t'atus
in 24 months and includes a number of sites on which construction is
estimated to have starfed during the first half of 1966, based on the
average start rate during the first two years of the program (3-1/2 to
4 silos per month). ‘The high side of the estimate (140) is based on
the assumption that sites will be brought to operational status in 21
months and that the higher start rate observed in late 1965 and early
1966 at large-silo complexes (six per month).will continue beyond
mid-1966.

The estimate for mid-1968 for the small-silo
program is based on the number of group starts and the estimated
period of time required to bring a group of ten sites to opérational
status. This period is now estimated at 24 to 27 months. Accord-
ingly, on the low side, all groups started by the close of the first
quarter of 1966 (31) should be operational by mid-1968. The high
side is based on the number of groups known to have started by
mid-1966 (36). While it is to be expected that there would be some
additional group starts in the second quarter of 1966, they probably
would be few because of the relatively high number of group starts
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é.lready identified this year. For this reason, no allowance was made
for additional undetected groups on the high side of the mid-1968
range.

_ It is ant1c1pated that a firm number for the. starts of
1nd1v1dua1 sites and groups for both the large silo and small-silo
programs during the first six months of 1966 will be available by the
end of the summer, at which time the high side of the projections may
be adjusted.

b.  Mid-1971 and Mid-1976 )

It is now estimated that the ICBM force levels will be
700 to 1, 000 launchers in 1971 and 700 to 1, 200 launchers in 1976, in- .
creasing in both cadgsithe range of previous estimates by some 200
launchers. In view of the uncertainties beyond the current deployment
program, no attempt was made to provide low and high extremes in the
estimated ranges.. In general, it is expected that-the Soviet ICBM
force level may fall somewhat to the higher side of these ranges. If
this materializes, by 1971 the USSR will have reached approximate
numerical parity with the currently- scheduled US force of ground-
based ICBM launchers.

i
1,

Itis beué/ved that after 1971 the Soviet force. will
tend to stabilize and that the major efforts during the early 1970's will
be toward greater mobility, increased accuracy, improved warhead
technology, and system replacerhents, In this context, multiple,
independently guided re-entry vehicles (MIRV) and suborbital or
fractional-orbital long-range ICBM's may attain operational status.
In addition, it is estimated that the USSR will develop a solid - ICBM
which will be deployed initially in a mobile configuration and later
begin to replace the SS-11 system. It is likely that none of these
systems will change appreciablyfhe numbers of launchers in the
Soviet ICBM force, but each could considerably affect the real
capability of the Soviet forces by mid-1976. ‘:I

The evidence is qulte clear that the -rate of ICBM
site constructlon took a significant step forward at the close of 1965
and that this change affected both the small-silo and large-silo
progfams When taken in the light of only limited evidence that
new ICBM systems are scheduled for developmental testing at the
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TTMTC in the next year or so, this seems to indicate that the USSR

intends to go with the systems it now has, perhaps for some time. -

Other factors suggest the possibility of a' concentrated Soviet effort:

in the near future that could result in a high level of site construction. -

The introduction of small silos at four additional ICBM complexes makes

it unlikely that the rate of the small-silo program will fall:below that

of the 1964-65 period, while the continuation of group starts at the

original small-silo complexes implies a total rate higher than that of the
1964-65 period for at least another year. On the basis of these factors --

continuing starts and the possibility of a high rate --.it appears that the

USSR will have some 450 to 600 small-silos operational or under con-
struction by the close of 1967, by which time ‘it is expected that the new

site-initiation phase of the program would be termlnated

Similarly, in the case of the'large. s110 program there
is momentum that suggests a continuatior of the program during the
next year or more to a level of some 150" silos. This number would
fill out each complex to about 25, the highest number of silos at a single
site indicated bythe evidence to date. While it appears that about 150
sites is a reasonable minimum estimate, it is not:certain that it is"
the ultimate Soviet goal for this system. However, ‘because:the -
demonstrated rate of construction starts is only 40 'to 50 per year, ‘it
seems unlikely that tldvé total number of silo sites will exééed.ZQO. 1:|

For several reasons, it is not likely:that the number
of launchers in the SS-9 and SS-11 programs will exceed significantly
the high side of the estimate. Even at the recent relatively high rates
of deployment, for example, obsolescence will begin to apply as the
force levels approach the size indicated above. Partly for this reason,
neither Soviet nor US ICBM deployment starts for any one system
have in the past extended beyond four years (the period used for this
estimate). This time seems to define the general limits that these
programs can attain, and it seems likely that both the SS-9 and SS-11
deployment programs, whatever their size, will be completed by
mid-1970, with few, if any, new starts occurring after 1967. |:|

Furthermore, the attainment of the high side of the:
estimated range will require a major sustained Soviet effort that, at’
its peak, would result in more than 400 launchers under construction
at one time, a third again as high as the present level of activity and
substantially higher than the combined ICBM/IRBM/MRBM construction
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peak of 1962. Finally, on the basis of the Soviet experience in past
programs, it would be unusual for a deployment program-to be : -
maintained uninte rruptedly at-a -high level for an‘extended period.of .
time. While there have probably. been a variety of causes‘for fluctu—-
- ations or even abrupt terminations: of previous’ Sov1et deployment
programs, regularity has been the. exceptlon rather than the rule ‘in

the past. I:I

: Although there is some basis in- current evidence for
estlmates of the extent of the SS-9 and SS-11 programs,:the intended-
Soviet force levels are unknown for. missiles with heavy.and:light war-
heads. These intended force levels might bring about:continuing -deploy-
ment of follow-on systems at the close -of the curtrent-programs:. It is .
assumed from the general level of construction on current-systems

that the desired force level is a moderate one and that the USSR is
aiming for approximate parity with the US in numbers of ;ground-based
ICBM launchers. Provided that all-hard and soft SS-7-launchers were
still operational in 1970, the construction of launchers now. estimated
for the SS-9 and SS-11 programs could raise the Soviet.force to a level
of 850 to 1,000 launchers. This number would fall short of the=planned
levels of deployment for the Minuteman and Titan (a total of 1,050
launchers), but the USSR may reason that its larger number of-heavy-~ .
Wwarhead missiles will then provide qualitative parity between the land-
based missile forces. Altérnatively, the USSR may choose to raise

the number to some extent while continuing efforts for improved

systems. I:I

S

It is anticipated that, by 1971, a liquid-fueled follow-
on system will be operational and 'that»a small solid missile will be '
nearing operational status. While one or both of these programs
could. effect an increase in the total number of ICBM launchers, it is
believed. to be unlikely that they will be used to supplement the
systems in the Soviet force at that time. Because of:the possible
phase-out of the SS-7 system, the Soviet force level-in 1971 may not .
attain. the 850 to 1, 000 launchers discussed above. On the low side
of the 1971 estimate, a good portion of the SS-7 soft sites.probably

"~ will be deactivated without replacement. On the high side, it is

estimated that the follow-on -liguid-fueled system will be deployed in
new single -silos and that this program will be phased initially to the
deactivation of soft SS-7 sites, and later to the deactivation of multi-
launcher -hard sites. Since some 200 launchers are involved in the
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SS-7 system, a one-for-one Treplacement program would be a sub-
stantial undertaking by itself, and it is unlikely that this new system
would result.in a sizable net increment to the Soviet ICBM forces.:’ On
balance, it seems more likely that the SS-7 will not be deactivated
without a replacement, and it would probably be priident to plan for
the Soviet attainment toward the middle of the ‘range of 700 to 1, 000
launchers by mid-1971. |:| . ’

, After 1971, phase-out of all SS-7 launchers seernsf,
virtually assured, and deployment of at least one ‘solid-fueled missile
system should be completed by the mid-1970's.- This program could -
take the form of a replacement for the SS-11 or could bring about a
substantial addition to the ICBM force, deployed in a new single silo
or a mobile mode. Unless the USSR is able to develop unusually high
accuracies on its initial solid-fueled ICBM, early deployment of such
systems_probably will be in'a mobile mode. A substantial increase in
light warhead missiles above the level attained by 1971 does not seem
warranted unless there are improvéments in warhead and accuracy
that permit the missile to be targeted on Minuteman silos. - Barring -
this, the particular advantage of a solid-fueled missile is its reaction-
time and adaptability to a mobile environment. It is estimated there -
fore that the solid missile will be deployed initially-in a mobile
configuration but thatj-. toward the mid-1970's, the original, small
solid-fueled missile®or its follow-on could be deployed in single silos
as a replacement for the SS-11, which will then be approaching a
maximum shelf life. Because of the possibility of a competing
submarine -launched system, and because the advantages of mobility
accrue with relatively small numbers of launchers, it is estimated
that the mobile force will be on the order of 100 to 200 launchers by
mid-1976. ’ -

- By 1976, it is estimated that the total number of
ICBM launchers will fall between 700 to 1, 200. - This force will be -
composed principally of large and small single, dispersed silos,
using the SS-9 and SS-11 missiles or their follow-ons and by a
modest number of mobile solid-fueled missile launchers. As part
of the qualitative upgrading of the force during the 1970's,
considerable improvement is anticipated in re-entry technology.
By the close of the estimating period, some of the larger missiles
will probably be equipped with MIRV or be adapted for suborbital
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missile systems with: ranges above -10, 000 nautical ' miles (nm) or with
"considerably suppressed trajeétories Such systems would supply.an
additional flexibility for Soviet targeting but they need not, . of them- ‘

selves, wrequ1re additional numbers of launchers :

O ) "_ NS S PR At bl

B : MRBM/IRBM Forces L

1. Current Status

Although no new construction of permanent. MRBM/IRBM
sites or other major changes in the force have been detected since the
publication of NIE 11-8-65, the estimate .of 'the number of launchers
operational in .mid- 1966 has been modified somewhat to reflect-uncer-
tainty regarding the status of a special group-: .of six soft sites (Type V)
that are deployed singly- instead of in the customary pairs. The
decline of 24.launchers projected in NIE 11.-8-65, from 733 operational
in. mid-1965 to 709 in-mid-1966, was based on the judgment that these
sites-would be abandoned as other sites of the. same variety had been.

| | .The current estimate of 709 to 733 operational MRBM/

- IRBM launchers (see:Table 3) has, been ranged to reflect,on the h1gh

'51de, the ‘possibility that these sites are still available for use by
'units . of the -Strategic Roc £t Forces (SRF)

i, S Y

2. ~Major Trends and;Developments

ignificant features were the continued absence
of additional operational site construction, a decline in the rate of
construction of fixed field sites, and the continued lack of firm:
evidence on field deployment of a.mobile missile system such as
the SCAMP. It is believed that the major Soviet effort in the MRBM/
IRBM field is and will be directed toward greatér survivability and
shortened reaction time rather than toward an increase in force
size. The obvious interest in mobile systems as well as in solid -
propellant missiles is an.indication of this-trend, and it is believed
that efforts will continue in this -direction. I:I 4
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Table 3

USSR: Identified Soviet MRBM/IRBM Launchers a/

Under ,

Type Construbtion_ OEerétiopal'

MRBM (SS-k4) 0 612 to 624
Soft | . 0 ‘528 to 540
Hard . 0 _ 84

TRBM (SS-5) 0 | 97 to 109
Soft : 0 _ : L6 to 58
Hard 0 51

MRBM/TRBM —_ 0 709 to 733
Soft o . 574 to 598
Hard o , 135

a. These figures do not include launch sites at the Kapu"stih Yar
Missile Test Center oszome 364 launch positions at fixed field sites.

]

a. Fixed Field Sites_

i

Ninety-eight fixed field sites have been identified at
or near existing MRBM complexes since 1961. This number reflects
an increase of about 20 more than were identified at the time of
NIE 11-8-65. Of these 20, however, only eight were constructed
during the past year (the remainder being older sites newly 1dent1fled)
This is less than half the number constriicted in the previous 12
months. This decrease in the rate of fixed field site construction
implies that this program is nearing completion. To date, fixed '
field sites have been identified at 53 of the 67 deployed MRBM com-

plexes. 1:|
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Most of the sites have four launch positions and con-
tain few permanent facilities. . Tents, equipment, and wheel chocks or
launch rings have been observed at some sites, but there is normally
little sign of activity, | |

b. Test Range Activity

ll |i the USSR
is now developing new missile systems at the KYMTC. At least one
system, a solid-fueled missile, appears designed to augment or replace
existing MRBM/IRBM's in the 1967-68 period. Other systems of
:MRBM/IRBM range may be under development, | |
] It is unlikely, therefore, that
other systems could enter”the Soviet arsenal before 1968. '

(1) Construction Activity

Three major areas of construction at KYMTC
have been noted during this past year: Area 4Cl. Area H, and a new
area under construction south of Area 5C.

L The most significant activity is ithought to be -
that at 4Cl. That site, the. prototype for the hardened MRBM sites,
has been undergoing modification since 1964. Three of the four silos .
have been or are currently belng modified, with work on the north-.
eastern silo apparently complete. .The southwest silo has been under-
going. mod1f1cat10n since at least April 1965. This work was possibly
complete in October 1965, when a rail line was finished up to the
silo, although some construction work is still visible. A loop road
around this silo has also been built, and the silo diameter appears to
have been reduced from about| I |
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Area H, a soft site under construction since
mid-1 64, is still not complete; pad -surfacing there-began only in
May 1966. The pad spacing of this site suggests dedign for an
MRBM-size system, but there is no-evidence, as yet, to allow identifi-
cation of the system. Completion of this site is expected in the next
few months. '

A new area of activity south of Area 5C was noted
in June 1966. A new road was -observed under construction running
south from the road serving launch area 5C and terminating just south
of the abandoned launch site 5C2:andin line -with all other sites in
Launch Complex C. Construction activity'is under way at this
terminus. This activity may result in a'new launch area, but as yet
no identifiable features as to type or-size aré present.. ‘:I

(2) Firing Programs
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The KY-6,
L‘ |has been ﬂown approximately 1,050 nm RILORE
| Although it has been fired only.to the 1, 050-nm
impact area, [ puggests that the
missile could have a.range.capability of-at least2,000 nm. [ |
' |it probably: .
could not achieve an initial operatlonal capab111ty before mid-1967. I:I

I_f the KY 6 has an operatlonal range of over
2,000 nm, it could be identical to the SCAMP missile ‘displayed in the -
1965 Moscow Victory parade. The USSR claims the SCAMP to be
solid fueled, with a range -of 2, 160 nm. This equation suggests that
the SCAMP could enter the Soviet operational inventory some time
after mid-1967. It should be noted, howev,etr.-,ithat,no SCAMP-like:.. .
vehicle-has been firmly identified at the KYMTC; and the KY-6 is
believed to be a three- -stage ;vehicle, whereas the: SCAMP in all 11kel1-

hood has . no more than two stages- I:I

c. Ev1dence on New Deplbyment

Since the publication of NIE 11-8-65, no additional
: MRBM/IRBM sites have been detected, either under construction oFf
operational. Changes observed at the -existing-sites appear to be of -
a general housekeeping n#fure, and all sites appear to be-essentially ..
. unchanged. No mobile rn,lssﬂe.;sysﬂtems such-as :SCAMP have been
identified at any of the deployed sites or complexes, ’_1
strengthens,. our confidence:in the ability to
1gentily SCAMP-Ttype systems if and when they are deployed at exist-

ing SRF bases in the field: I:I

Moblhty, as well as. reduced reaction time, are still
ment1oned prominently in Soviet military pubhcatlons and appear to
have a place in Soviet long-range planning. | ]
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(1) Projected Forces

, There has been no additional evidence that will
51gn1f1cantly change the projections of force level as estimated in
NIE 11-8-65. It is expected that the obsolescence of the SS-4 and
SS-5 systems will require the USSR to replace a major portion of its
MRBM/IRBM force during the next decade. Because of the vulner-
ability of soft, multilauncher sites, follow-on systems probably will
emphasize dispersion, mobility, and hardness. [ |

Although the exact nature of the eventual force
des1red by the USSR cannot be determined, there is continuing evidence
leadlng to the expectatm‘p of a combination of mobile and fixed hard
sites. []

-

e —————— —— - The continued emphasis on

mobility 1n Soviet statements and the possible correlation of the
SCAMP to the KY-6 system currently under test imply that the USSR
considers mobility as an essential feature of future programs.
Accordingly, it seems likely that the existing MRBM/IRBM soft

sites will eventually be abandoned and that their mission will be filled
both by‘additional hard launchers constructed after a retrofit silo
program and by introducing a substantial force of mobile launchers.
It now appears that both objectives might be accomplished by one
missile system, the KY-6. -

In general, it is expected that the total number

of a1m1ng points for Soviet MRBM/IRBM systems in Western Europe
and the Far East will rerna.m relatively stable through 1976, although
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the structure of the target system may change. It is therefore estimated
that the USSR will require a continuing and stable level of some 500 to
700 missile launchers in the MRBM/IRBM class throughout this period. (

(a) 1966-68‘

‘ » It appears qu1te certain that no significant
cha.nges will be made in the existing level of Soviet MRBM/IRBM force
through mid-1967. However, by 1968 the missile (KY-6) now undergoing
testing at KYMTC could be operational. It is estimated that this missile
will begin to replace SS-4 and SS-5 missiles at existing hardened sites
by mid-1968, by which time a mobile version should also be operational
in small numbers. The initial phase-out of SS-4 and SS-5 soft sites is
expected to be concurrent with the introduction of a mobile system, and
the total- force level should not rise s1gn1f1cant1y

(b) 1971-76

By 1971 the USSR should be well on its way
toward implementing a mobile missile program while phasing out mostorall
of the soft sites from the operational force. ‘Because many difficult
and comphcated problems, especially in command and control,: are
inher  nt in such a mobil jdeployment program, the degree of success
or failure that the USSR 'may experience cannot be predicted with -
confidence. -The ‘retrofit program at the ex1st1ng SS-4 and SS-5 hard
sites should be completed by this time, and additional deployment of
new fixed sites in a single -silo mode could be well under way. . It is
estimated that by 1976 the entire present force of SS-4 and SS-5 mis -
siles will be phased out. At that time the MRBM/IRBM force would
consist solely of multi-silo sites, hardened single -silo launchers,
and a mobile missile system. As stated earlier, the total force,
regardless of mix, will probably remain at some 500 to 700 missile

launchers. I:I

C. Operational Capabilities

There has been little new evidence uncovered during the past
year on which to base a reassessment of the operational capabilities
of the SRF. Current estimates on method of launch and silo hardness

remain valid. Limited new information on complex control centers,
' command and control facilities, and communications, as well as some
data on SRF supply depots is presented below. I:,
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1. © Complex Control Centers

. I - | of SS-9 and- SS 11 ICBM complexes
during the past year reveals that at six of these installations there is one
site that stands alone and does not conform to existing group patterns.
These sites consist of a launch silo and a buried control bunker some -
what larger but similar to that at the group control sites, but they .-
cannot be logically associated with any one group of sites in a complex.
The appearance of one isolated site at each complex suggests that
these sites serve as complex control centers. While ".there'is no firm
evidence, i * —= - | to prove this hypothesis, it ‘appears
to be a reasonable assumption and it is now anticipated that each’ com-
plex will have such a hardened control center. ’
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D. Evaluation and Prospects

Owing to the emphasis on preplanned action that has character-
ized the SRF command communications system, ‘there is little que stion
that some form of this system, if only the local command option to be
used in extremes, would survive an attack of almost any intensity.
Assessment of the degreb to which the system would permit sustained,
effective control of missile operations from Moscow, however, is _
less certain -- | |

it is very

TIREIy 1ndat d nuciear attack on the USSR would Ieave SRF Headquarters
capable of issuing its commands but largely uninformed as to the
effectiveness or even the reception of these commands in the field.
This isolation and ‘c'ommand'_uncertair'lty-WOuld'result from the probable
early destruction of key segments of the common carr-ie_i‘ systems
used as primary media and the doubtful performance of HF radio in

a nuclear environment.
suggests that at least sonre—steps mave peen taken to I1IT this gap in
the command system. The hardened communications antennas at
SRF command posts in European USSR are all buried in the earth, or
perhaps even in concrete, and appear to be designed to provide
information, or command feedback, to SRF Headquarters. The
capability to act on this command feedback, moreover, will be
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- considerably enhanced by the add1t1on of VLF stations distributed
throughout the USSR, 1nasmuch as the more reliable signal emitted by
these stations would’ give added assura.nce to SRF Headquarters that

its commands were being recelved " A more definitive assessment of
these new’ aspects of SRF command commumcatlons must await not

only further technical analys1s of the hardened antennas but also con-
crete indications of the role wh1ch the VLF 1nstallat10ns ‘will play in the
plans of the SRF. Tentatlvely, however, photographlc intelligence
suggests that the prospects for, surv1vable SRF command communications

are con31derably better tha?n 1nd1cated ]

Through mid- 1967, 1t is expected that there will be. incre-
mental rather than structural changes in the SRF command communica-
tions structure. The small balance of work requlred to complete the
MRBM/IRBM contmgency commun1cat10ns system of HF radio circuits
probably will be soon completed. It is likely that at some time before
mid-1967 the communications construction teams will move to the
ICBM complexes, where thus far there has been relatively little
activity in deploying backup radio facilities.

Over a longer perlod extendlng into the early 1970's, itis
llkely that SRF command communications will beneflt more from
systems 1nstalled pr1mar11y as common carrier fac111t1es or for uses
by other m111tary forces pather than from systems controlled ex-
clusively by the SRF. Ifis llkely that the SRF will’ make extensive
use of the buried multlconductor cable of the M1n1stry of Communica-
tions that reaches from Moscow to Vladivostok. Basic construction
on this ma1n11ne communications route apparently has now been com-
pleted, and it'is likely that large portions -- if not all -- of the cable
will be passing operational traffic within the next few years In
addition, the Soviet Union has w1th1n the last year or so placed into
orbit an experlmental communications satellite system that has
the potential to add further divers ity to the SRF communications
system. The most significant input into SRF command communications
capability, however, probably will come from the completion of the
tropospheric scatter network now under construction in the Soviet
Arctic and Far East. Although the prime consumer of this costly,
but much needed, network is expected to be the Air Defense Forces
(PVO), the increased timeliness and quality of missile defense
information will undoubtedly have a significant impact on the capa-
bility of the SRF command system to react efficiently to attack
situations.
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E. Regional Military Storage Depots

Dunng the past year, large
quant1t1es of strategic missile equipment stored at six of the eight dis-
persed storage installations which-were[  linthe USSR some time
ago. _Although these installations have been designated as regional mili-
tary storage depots, their association with strategic missiles was
established as early as 1961. Their exact function in support of the SRF
remains unclear, however. It seems likely that they have a variety of
storage, maintenance, or repair responsibilities for general military
equipment.

However, the major responsibility of the main installa-
tion appears to be missile oriented because of the presence of large
numbers of MRBM/IRBM transporters, erector-launchers, fuel trans-
porters, oxidizer trailers, and other missile support equipment. As yet,
no missiles and no ICBM equipment have been identified at these installa-

tions. :I

It has not been determined whether these eight storage depots,
all near major Soviet rail lines, are responsible for supplying missiles
and ground support equipment to the missile launch complexes as
: required or handle recycling and maintenance of this material, or both.

-———

It is difficult to comprehend the .need for such quantities of material,
as have been observed at these depots, so late in the deployment
program. It is possible that some of this material could be utilized
to provide missile equipment for the fixed field sites which to date

. appear to be devoid of permanent equipment. I:I

Deployment concepts, equipment, and logistic requirements
for the MRBM and IRBM systems appear to be similar. Because of the
limited ability to store, maintain, and repair missiles and missile
equipment at the launch complexes, the SRF apparently may be relying
upon the eight regional military storage areas to fulfill these functions.
Four of the depots -- Balta, Berdichev, Novaya Mezinovka, and
Toropets~-- are so geographically situated as to indicate a primary
role in supporting the bulk of the SRF MRBM sites in Western USSR.
Abundant strategic as well as tactical missile support equipment has
been observed at these four locations. Similarly, SS-4 and SS-5
support equipment has been identified at Tambov and Surovatikha,
whose geographical locations indicate primary IRBM or ICBMroles. I:l
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Although the remaining two military storage sites, Glazov
and Donok, are not situated near any MRBM or IRBM complexes,

they could have a storage and/or support role for ICBM complexes
in their areas (especially Yurya, Yoshkar-Ola, Perm, Verkhnyaya
Salda and Shadrinsk), {

| IFADYL L DO I S |

S
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III. Missile Submarine Systems

There has. been little change over the past year in Soviet capability
for. strategic attack by means of missile-launching submarine systems.
Construction of the G and H classes of ballistic-missile submarines
was discontinued in 1962 and 1963; retrofit of earlier units of the H
class with the SS-N-5 submerged-launch ballistic-missile system is
proceeding slowly with no direct evidence of such a program for the
G class. Cruise-missile submarines, with a primary role against
surface forces and a secondary role against coastal targets, have been
in production since 1960. With the phasing - out of ballistic-missile
submarines, the construction of cruise-missile submarines expanded
considerably. Current emphasis still is focused on construction of the
nuclear- powered E and the diesel-powered J classes that are equipped
to launch cruise missiles. ']_i_‘here is only tenuous evidence that the
E-IIL class could be used to augment the ballistic-missile submarine
force under certain circumstances. It is believed that the Navy re-
gained and continues to have a strategic strike mission. Although there
is no direct evidence that a new class of ballistic-missile submarine is

under construction or that a new missile is being developed for its use,
_it is believed that a new class will appear during the next two years.
Changes in shlpyard faﬁzf}1t1es at Severodvinsk and Komsomol'sk and
the extensive addition of new facilities at Gor'kiy may presage the
appearance of such a new class by 1967. If a new class of ballistic-
missile submarine is under construction, it is expected that the con-
struction of cruise-missile submarines will be phased out.

A. Mission

_ Since NIE 11-8-65, Soviet statements continue to strengthen
the view that the Navy has a strategic strike role. In the most recent
pronouncement in June 1966, Marshal Malinovskiy indicated that special
attention has been paid to the development of the Strategic Rocket
Troops and atomic, rocket-carrying submarines as the chief means of
conducting strategic warfare. The pattern of deployment of missile-
configured submarines appears to further support public statements

as to the strategic missile role of the Navy. Beginning at least in 1965
the USSR has deployed ballistic-missile submarines, both G and H
classes, to patrol stations in the North Atlantic and North Pacifjc
Oceans. During 1966 there has been a significant increase in the number
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of submarines on patrol station in the North Atlantic., Patrol activity
has been continuous, with at least one submarine on station at all
times, and on two occasions there have been as many as three sub-
marines deployed simultaneously. Both public statements and recent
deployment patterns are compatible with earlier evidence which indi-
cated that the Soviet Navy had regained a responsibility for striking
targets deep in enemy territory. These developments also strengthen
the view that a new class of ballistic-missile submarine will appear

in the near future. I:I

Soviet statements g

'_mmmmt

cruise-missile submarines is that of tactical strike against enemy
surface ships. :These submarines probably have a secondary mission
for strikes against-coastal targets, |

ITIE ucCIlear-powered E class have
been engaged in out-of-area operations but with only tenuous evidence
that any of these deployments are associated with the patrol stations
used by ballistic-missile submarines. I:I

Evidence of Soviet views on requirements for missile submarines
is acquired from fra.gmezg;(tary intelligence derived from statements,
analysis of construction programs, shipyard improvement, and, in some
instances, from reports-on the development of new missiles. For
example, the Ibss of the strategic strike function about 1960 was docu-
mented by statements indicating the loss of this role, and by analysis
of construction programs which indicated the cessation of construction
of the ballistic-missile submarines and an increased emphasis on the
construction of cruise-missile submarines. The earliest indication of
such requirements is expected to come from public statements, whereas
the more positive indicators are acquired from the identification of new
classes of submarines. ‘:I

B. Current Status

The present Soviet missile submarine force is composed of 92
submarines and is about equally divided between ballistic-missile and
cruise-missile types. Of this force, 32 units are nuclear-powered,
including 10 ballistic-missile submarines and 22 cruise-missile sub-
marines. Of the 60 diesel-powered submarines, 35 units are ballistic-
missile types and 25 units are cruise-missile submarines. About
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one-half of the H-class and all except one unit of the G-class ballistic-
missile submarines are equipped with the SS-N-4 missile system.
This missile, which became operational in late 1960, is fired:from a
surfaced submarine to a distance of about 350 nautical miles." -

The SS-N-5 is a follow -on missile system which became:,
operational in 1964. This missile has a range of about 700 nautical
miles and is fired from a submerged submarine. . The SS-N-5 system.
is installed in the G-class test bed and in the retrofitted H-II class

submarines. 1:| . :

- C.  Operations and Training

Soviet submarine operational activity during 1965-and1966 - -
has shown a marked increase in the deployment of nuclear-powered -
submarines beyond local waters. The level of such deployments in
1965 and the first half of 1966 was double the level observed in1964.
Soviet missile submarines, which now operate without benefit of sur- -
face support units previously observed, are deploying to patrol stations
in the Atlantic and Pacific with a regularity approaching continuous on-
station patrol. In the Atlantic, H-class submarines have been' employed
frequently, but it is pOSﬁ/'ible that at least one E-class cruise-missile
submarine has also occupied this station. In the Pacific area, .con- -
ventional-powered G-class submarines have usually been employed.
There were two unusual deployment operations by Soviet nuclear sub-
marines during 1965. In one case a Northern Fleet N-class submarine
carried out.-a five-week deployment to the Mediterranean -- the first
substantiated deployment of such a unit to this area. The second opera-
tion involved a sortie of another Northern Fleet nuclear-powered sub-
marine into Atlantic waters off Bermuda, probably for the purpose of
testing US antisubmarine warfare capabilities along the East Coast.

Two surface units accompanied the submarine, probably in order to
provide support and to gather information. The most impressive
operation by Soviet submarines during the past year, however, was

the covert transfer of at least two nuclear submarines from the Northern
Fleet to Pacific Fleet waters via Cape Horn.' This operation, which
lasted 51 days, also involved four surface support ships. Although out-
of-area operations appear to have involved only about 25 percent of the
Soviet nuclear submarine force, it is apparent that the increasing tempo
of operations is at least a partial realization of the Soviet objective for
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more frequent and sustained naval operations and-training on the high

seas. The USSR now appears to have gained considerable confidence

in the reliability of its nuclear submarines, as evidenced by the num- -
' ber of long-distance patrols undertaken. s E

D.. Construction Programs

Although information available during the first half of 1966 in-
dicates continued construction of cruise-missile submarines -- the
nuclear-powered E-class at Severodvinsk and Komsomol'sk and the’
diesel-powered J-class at Gor'kiy -- there are a number of indications,
including construction of new facilities, which, taken together, suggest
that a major change may be under way in the programs at all three "
yards. None of these indications is conclusive, ‘however, with respect
to either the timing or the nature of possible new programs, and the:
first firm evidence is not likely to be received until new units are
launched 4
Evraorcemronr sovrer statemments that & strategic strike role
for Soviet nuclear-powered submarines was probably regained in 1963
+  led to the conclusion in-MIE 11-8-65 that the first unit of a new class

of ballistic-missile submarine could appear as early as 1967 and be~
come operational during 1968. Since last year's estimate, -further
evidence has been acquired which strengthens this belief somewhat,
At the Severodvinsk Shipyard, which was the lead yard for the produc-
tion of the N, H, and E-II classes of nuclear-powered submarines and
would be expected to continue as the lead yard for a new class of
ballistic-missile submarine, there is a possible indication ‘that a new
class of nuclear-powered submarine is under construction.

| A hull diameter of about 30 feet,
taking into account the range of error, is not inconsistent with the esti-
mated diameters of submarines of the E and N classes currently being
constructed at Severodvinsk. [
N
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This hull section will be part of a sub-

marine that is unlikely to be completed until some time during 1968;
however, if it is the estimated new class of ballistic-mis’sile subrriarine,
it does ndt necessarily represent the lead unit, which could be in a”
more advanced: ‘stage of construction within'the covered assembly
facility without being observed. :

A new ballistic-missile ‘submarine construction program may
involve Komsomol'sk in addition to the lead yard; Severodvinsk, and
there is now reason to believe that building capacity for a new class
could have been available at Komsomol'sk since about the beginning of

©1965. If this capacity was allocated to 'a'‘new ballistic-missile sub-

. marine, the first unit could be launched by late 1967 or-éarly 1968. A
From a reanalysis.of the delivery of ships from Komsomol!sk Shipyard
since 1958, it'is concluded that Komsom‘ol"sk_': used one hull assembly
facility for nuclear-submarine construction and-a separate facility for
G-class ballistic-missile submarines, in much the same manner as
Severodvinsk Shipyard. Construction of guided-missile destroyers
appears to have taken place on one of the building ways in the nuclear-
submarine facility. With the removal of an uncompleted Krupnyy hull

to the launching basin about late 1964 or early 1965, this space would
have been available forﬁ" new class of submarine. In light of the fore-
going considerations, it is believéd that the construction of E-class
cruise-missile submarines may be phasing out at Sevérodvinsk and
Komsomol'sk in favor of ballistic-missile submarines, and the projec-
tions of the submarine forces are based on this judgment.

New shipyard facilities have been built or are still under con-
struction that will improve procedures for material handling and
assembly at Severodvinsk, Komsomol'sk, and especially Gor'kiy.
Although construction of facilities at Severodvinsk and Komsomol'sk
is not necessarily related to new programs at those yards, the con-
struction of large new ship assembly/fabrication shops at Gor'kiy
Shipyard since 1964, concurrently with the construction there of large
transporter docks and nuclear support ships, suggests that the Gor'kiy
yard is about to begin constructing nuclear submarines. If so, it will
become the third such facility in the USSR, and its participation in
the nuclear program would indicate that the limitations imposed on
the construction of nuclear submarines in the past by the availability
of reactors have been overcome. The new facilities at Gor'kiy imply
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an increase in annual Soviet output of nuclear-powered submarines
beginning in about.1969, -as well as the possibility of a new class of
submarine. If a new ballistic-missile submarine program emerges
at Severodvinsk and Komsomol'sk as projected, the most likely type
to be constructed at.Gor'kiy would be a new class of torpedo-attack

submarine. |:|

.~ A conversion program on the H-class submarine for the SS-N-5
missile system probably was begun in 1963 at the Severodvinsk Shipyard.

1 e oo |

in .the Northern Fleet Missile Test

Range coniirm this.conversion program. [=* A , |

a conversion rate of probably one-unit per year, rather than the previous
estimate of two units.per year for a total of 3 to 4 units by mid-1966.

The apparent slow.pace .of retrofitting the SS -N-5 system may indicate
some dissatisfaction with the system and raises the question as to
whether all submarines of the H-I class will be retrofitted. 1:|

No direct evidence of conversion of additional units of the G-II
class exists other than the original test bed. Extensive modification
work to G-class submarines, however, is under way at Severodvinsk
and Vladivostok, involvigé at-least four submarines. This work involves
extensive changes in the'area of the missile tubes. There is as yet no
evidence that this modification is related to the SS-N-5 missile system.

E. . Missile Systérns

In July 1965 a Soviet Admiral indicated that the USSR has under
development.a solid-fuel submerged-launch submarine missile with a
range in excess of 540 nautical miles. There is no direct intelligence
to support this claim. It is believed, however, that a new missile would
be developed for a new class of ballistic-missile submarine and that
such a missile is likely to be a submerged-launch solid-fueled vehicle
with a range exceeding 1, 000 nautical miles. With the estimated timing
on the appearance of the submarine, the missile should be undergoing
testing now, kl |

|If a new submarine
oY e Attt ULNE 55-N-5 missile development, there
may be little or no advance indication prior to the appear ance of such a

missile on the Northern Fleet Missile Test Range. |:|
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.Most cruise-missile submarines now carry the 270-nautical-
mile, low-altitude version of the SS-N-3 missile, which entered ser-

vice in 1961, |

] [IC IS PUSSIDIE
toar = mgm=artrtuoe, ToNgeT Tange version of the SS-N-3 missile finally

will enter service in the next year or two.

F. Projected Forces
1. . 1966-68

The Soviet missile submarine force is expected to be aug-
mented during the next two years by the addition of about eight E-II-class
nuclear-powered submarines and possibly four additional dies el-powered
cruise-missile submarines of the J class. There will probably be little
change in the ballistic-missile submarine forces, although the first unit
of a new class could be in service by mid-1968. Estimated strengths for
the missile submarine force are shown in Table 4..:f;|:|

2. 1969-76

By 1970, itfis believed that the production of both E and
J classes of cruise-missile submarines will have been terminated and
that by 1971 production of the new class of ballistic-missile submarine
will have reached about 15 units. By 1976, it is expected that the Soviet
Union will have a nuclear-powered ballistic-missile submarine force
of about 45 units, including about 35 of the new class.
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‘Table L

Estimated Soviet Missile-Submarine Force
S Midyear 1966-68-

Mid-1966 Mid-1967 Mid-1968
Ballistic missile 4s hs b5 .to k7
Nuclear 10 10 10 to 12
H-I -5 3 1
. -~ H-II R 5. 7 9
New class . , _ | 0to2
G-I a7 27 27
G-II ' 1 1 1
Z=conversion 7 7 7
; Cruise missile b7 Sk 29
Nuclear P 22 o7 30
“E-I- s 5 5
" E-II 17 .22 25
Diesel ‘ o5 27 29
J 12 14 16
W-conversion 13 13 13
Total 9 99 104 to 106
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IV. . Strategic Bomber Forces

Y

The manned bomber forces of Long Range Aviation (LRA) contmue :
to provide a significant contribution to Soviet capabilities for strateglc'
attack. Both the heavy bomber forces and the medium bomber forces
of LRA have primary missions of strategic attack and reconnaissance,
and it is believed that most LRA aircraft would be employed in these
roles. . Secondary missions, such as support of the Soviet Naval Air -
Forces.(SNAF) probably would not involve: any substantial number of
aircraft. It is believed that LRA will continue to have a primary "

-mission of strategic attack and reconnaissance throughout the perlod :

of this estimate. I:I

The heavy bomber forces of LRA are believed to be directed almost
exclusively toward intercontinental operations, primarily against the
continental United States, whereas medium bomber forces are believed
to.be directed mainly toward operations in Eurasia, with only a small
number of medium bombers programmed for operations against North
America. Because of this basic difference in targeting, the heavy
bomber forces and medium bomber forces are discussed separately
in this estimate.

A. Heavy Bomber Forces

1. Missions -

The primary wartime missions of the LRA heavy bomber
forces are believed to be the delivery of nuclear strikes and the per-
formance of strategic reconnaissance against targets in the continental
United States. The secondary missions are believed to include support
of the SNAF in the reconnaissance role and by the provision of tankers
for SNAF long-range reconnaissance aircraft.‘:l

2. Current Status

The heavy bomber forces currently consist of about
110 Bear (Tu-95) four-turboprop heavy bombers and about 90 Bison
(3M/M-4) four-jet heavy bombers. About 75 of the Bear aircraft
are equipped with the Kangaroo (AS-3) air-to-surface missile (ASM),
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a few are specialized reconnaissance variants with no. weapons <delivery
capability, and the remainder are free-fall bombers. All of the Bison
aircraft are capable of free-fall’ bombing, but no :ASM-has beeh‘
provided for this aircraft. : -

About two-thirds of the Bear ASM carriers, the Bear
reconnaissance variants, :and all of the Bison bombers are believed
to be equipped for aerial refueling. - Bison-aircraft are used as tankers
for the refuelable Bear and Bison, and about 50 Bison.-- there is-no °. -
firm evidence of the actual number -- are believed to be equipped for -
this role. It is estimated that Bison serving in the tanker role can- be
converted to the bomber configuration in the field, but these- aircraft”
are not believed to retain a bombing capab1l1ty while equlpped for the
‘tanker mission. N T Coe e

Heavy bofnbe rs are assigned to all three of the Long Range
Air Armles (LRAA). Table 5 shows the current distribution of these

t

forces.

Table 5

Soviet LRA: . Distribution of Heavy Bombers
ot Mid-1966 SR

European USSR 1st LRAA 2 Bison regin;ehts
1 Bison squadron .

2nd LRAA 1 Bear bomber regiment
2 Bear ASM regiments

Central Siberia 3rd LRAA 1 Bear bomber 'regime_nt
1 Bear ASM regiment

Soviet Far East 3rd LRAA 2 Bison regiments

Heavy bombers are based on six airfields, four in
European USSR and one each in Central Siberia and the Soviet Far
East. Five of these airfields have runways of 11, 500 feet, and
the sixth, in Central Siberia, has a 12, 300-foot runway. I:I
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3. Operations and Training
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c. Maritime Operations .

: ) .Bear aircraft of LRA and, to a lesser extent, Bison
aircraft continue to engage in maritime. operations, but this activity
, still constitutes only a small-portion .of overall heavy bomber operations.
; Most of this activity has been directed against US surface forces, al-:
* though in some cases the-&l/nain mission possibly has been ELINT recon-
naissance of land targets. It is anticipated that the extent of LRA
involvement in overflight operations gradually will decrease as the

Bear aircraft assigned to the SNAF become fully operational-. I:I

~ SNAF Bear aircraft have been identified in:flights
involving US forces on only a few occasions during the past year. This
general lack of overflight activity by SNAF Bear is not surprising.
Delivery of the Bear to the SNAF proceeded slowly, and only five air-
craft were deployed by mid-1965. Itis unlikely, therefore, that the
SNAF Bear units would have obtained a significant operational
capability before the end of 1965 or early 1966. Furthermore, during
the first three months of 1966 the principal SNAF Bear unit appears
to have ceased operations for about seven weeks, suggesting some
difficulty with the aircraft or,. more probably, its reconnaissance
systems. By mid-1966 the SNAF had acquired more than 15 Bear
aircraft, and it is believed that these aircraft soon will assume the

primary responsibility for long-range maritime reconnaissance.
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4. . Capabilities

-It-is believed that the major part of the LRA heavy bomber

'fg)'fces-re;mains committed to intercontinental operations, although it'is -
. possible that a.few aircraft might be diverted to maritime missions in
- ‘'support of the SNAF. LRA capabilities for attack on.the continental

United States are limited, however, by the range characteristics of
current heavy bomber aircraft. The refuelable Bear ASM carriers have
the. greatest capability for intercontinental attack and could reach most
targets in the United States directly from their home bases with a single
inflight refueling. - The nonrefuelable Bear ASM carriers-and bombers '
also could strike 'some US targets directly from their home bases, but -
wouldhave to use Arctic bases to achieve coverage of most of the United
States. Bison-aircraft require both-Arctic staging and refueling to '
reach most: US"targets, but could attack the western United States from
Arctic bases :without refueling. I:I '

5. - Production Programs

indicates a continued increase in
the number of Bearraircraift assigned to the SNAF, and it now is esti-
mated that reconnaissance variants of the Bear are being produced at ’
a low rate at: Kuybyshev¥Airframe Plant No. 18. Previously it was
believed that the.aircré.ft assigned to the SNAF were originally pro-
duced as Bear ""A' bombers -- the basic bomber version -- and later

“modified for use in the maritime reconnaissance role. The number of

Bear deployed with the SNAF now exceeds the number that could rea-
sonably be accounted for by earlier production, however,

The number of Bear assignéd to LRA is estimated to
have -remained unchanged for the past two years, but it is believed
that a number of LRA Bear have been modified at Kuybyshev during
this period. . coverage of Kuybvshev continues to reflect
modification activity. for example,
two of the five Bear at the factory were identified as probable "A"
models. It is highly unlikely that the Bear "A' would be in production
at this time, and it is probable that these two aircraft were returned
to the factory for modification to one of the later configurations. This
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activity could include the conversion of "A'! models to th_e ASM—carrier
configurations, as well as the addition of an aerial refueling capability

. to. Bear ""B'' ASM carriers and the ‘modification of some aircraft for

reconnaissance missions. of LRA bases in

revealed that more than one-half of the Bear "B" already:
Lau—n‘e—emiﬁed for aerial refueling. . R

-

. - ..-The presence -of this modification activity at Kuybyshev
precludes a direct correlation between the number of aircraft at the
factory.and the .buildup in the number.of Bear :assigned to.the SNAF.

The present estimate of resumed production assumes that all of the
SNAF Bear, with.the exception of one or two prototypes, represent:
new production.; It is possible that the SNAF Bear force consists partly
of new_ aircraft and partly of older aircraft, or, if Bear aircraft have
been withdrawn from LRA during the past year,. that all SNAF Bear -
are modified aircraft as previously estimated. In either case the
estimate of total production -- about 150 aircraft by mid-1966 -- is
believed to be essentially correct, although there is considerable
uncertainty as to the production schedule.

- oA indicates that about

130 Bear aircrart nad been produced by the end of 1962. This pro- '
duction total provides en¢ ugh aircraft to cover the estimated.Bear
strength in LRA, and it_"is believed that production of Bear bombers:
and ASM carriers. for LRA ended in 1962. 1In addition, it is eétimated
that production of reconnaissance variants for the SNAF began in the
last half of 1964, with about 20 of these aircraft having been produced
as of mid-1966. The current rate of production is estimated to be
slightly less than one aircraft per month. I:I

6. Projected Forces

The following projections of force levels for the LRA
heavy bomber forces are based on the belief that the USSR will main-
tain manned bomber forces capable of operating against the conti-
nental United States throughout the period of this estimate. I:I

a. 1966-68

LRA heavy bomber forces appear to have stabilized
at their present level, and it is estimated that there will be no major
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change .in these forces during the next two years. Estimated force .
levels through mid-1968 are given in Table 6. ]

Table 6
Soviet LRA Heavy Bomber Forces:
Number of Aircraft, by Model
Midyear 1966-68 -

~ Units

_Mid-1966 Mid-1967 _Mid-1968. . ..
Bear | L R
Bomber 35 to 4o 35 tdféf' » 30t035 |
ASM carrier 70 to 75 70 to 80 70 to 80 -7
 Total 105 o 115 105 to 115 100 to 115 . .
Bison
: Bomber R T 35 to k4o 30 to 40
i . Tanker ﬂ/-45 to 55 45 to 55 45 to 55°
Total 85 to 95 80 to 95 75 to 95
Grand total: 190 to 210 185 to 210 - 175.t0 210

b. 1971-76

It is estimated that the LRA heavy bomber forces
will decline gradually to a strength of some 150 aircraft by 1971.
It is believed that the number of Bear ASM carriers and Bison
tankers will remain essentially unchanged during this period, with
the reduction in the total force resulting from the phasing-out of
the older Bear and Bison free-fall bombers. I:I

During the early 1970's it is believed that Bear

ASM carriers will be gradually phased out of the force, with Bison
being retained only for the tanker role. By mid-1976, normal.
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attrition of the Bear and Bison aircraft would reduce the total force.to
only some 50 aircraft.-. ‘A force of this size would. bé at c‘ii"ba'éw:thé o
minimum practical level, and continued attrition ‘a_ftér 1976, unless’’
offset by new programs, would result in the complete elimination of -

LRA heavy bomber forces within another two years or so. I:I

It is believed, however, that the USSR will maintain
‘manned bomber forces capable of operating against the continental "
United States throughout the 1970's. The manned bomber is - the only
strategic weapons system capable of performing simultaneous.recon-
naissance ‘and strike missions, enabling it to search out and attack
mobile targets and targets of uncertain location. Strategic missile” =
forces, in contrast, are dependent on other systems for rec_.gr&g"}i's‘sagt:e

information; in the absence of manned bomber forces, Soviet operations
against the United States would be wholly dependent on satellite recon-
naissance systems for damage assessment and retargeting data. Other
advantages of the manned bomber include its ability to deliver very
large weapons and its ability to deliver weapons with a high degree of
accuracy. It is believed that the USSR would plan for the heavy bomber
forces to reach the United States after the initial missile strikes,
enabling these aircraft to operate in a degraded defense environment.
This is no reason to belie’ e that such operations would be any less
effective or any more vulherable during the 1970's than in the 1960's. I:I

For these reasons it is believed that a new heavy
bomber may be introduced into the LRA inventory during the 1973-74
period in order to maintain a force with a significant capability for
intercontinental operations. It is believed that a new heavy bomber
program would be detected some three or four years before the air-
craft became operational. If, therefore, the USSR intends to main-
tain its heavy bomber forces by the deployment of 'a new aircraft in
1973-74, the development of this aircraft should become apparent in
the 1969-71 period. The introduction of this new aircraft, which
also would be available for use by the SNAF in the maritime recorn-
naissance/strike role, could be expected to result in a total LRA -
heavy bomber force of some 100 aircraft by 1976, with about equal
numbers of the new bomber and Bear ASM carriers and a small
number of Bison continuing in service as tankers for the Bear.
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B. .Medium Bomber Forces .: ..

J.. MiSSionS I AL e el F A

The primary wartime missions of the LRA medium bomber
forces are believed to be the delivery of nuclear strikes and the per-
formance of strateglc Teconnaissance against targets-in areas peripheral
to the USSR, especially the European NATO countries. A small portion
of the force is believed to be programmed for similar missions against
targets in Alaska, Northern Canada, Greenland, and Iceland Secondary
missions are believed to include- support of the SNAF and the Tactical
Air Forces (TAF). . LRA medium .bomber support-of SNAF and TAF
operations probably would be ma1nly in the reconnaissance and. poss1b1y
electronic warfare roles, but "1ght also. 1nc1ude strike missions.

2. . t_»Cbrﬁi)'oei_ti‘ori-.End_-,Deployment '

" "The. LRA medium bomber forces currently consist of about
650 Badger (Tu-16) twin-jet medium bombers and about 100 Blinder
(Tu-22) tw1n-_]et supersonlc dash medium bombers. At the present,
neither of these aircraft is beheved to have an operational ASM capa-
bility. An ASM is known to have been under development for the
Blinder, however, and there is a good possibility that a substantial
portion of the LRA. Badger force may be ‘in.the process of acquiring
ASM's. A small number of the Badger probably are configured ex-
clusively for reconnaissance missions, with no weapons delivery
capability. The great majority of the Badger aircraft are believed
to retain a bombing capability, although in some cases only as a
secondary mission. All of the Blinder aircraft are credited with a
free-fall bombing capability, although most of the Blinder currently
deployed are assigned to units that have a primary mission of recon-
naissance.

All Badger aircraft are estimated to be capable of
refueling inflight from other Badger that have been equipped to serve
as tanker aircraft: There is no reliable evidence as to the number
of Badger tankers, but it is believed that the ratio of tankers of
bombers is about 'l to 3 and it is estimated that the present force
includes some 150 Badger tankers. The Blinder aircraft currently
deployed are not believed to be equipped for aerial refueling. l:l
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‘Medium bombers are assigned to all three of the :Long
Range Air-Armies (LRAA), but about 80 percent of the force -- including
all of the Blinder -- are based in European USSR. Table 7 shows
the present dlstnbutlon of LRA medlum bomber forces I:I

P ER

Table .7_

Sov1et LRA Dlstrlbutlon of Medium Bombérs
: . Mid=1966 : -

,3 Blinder reglments
'8‘Badger regiments
l Tralnlng division
‘t7'(equivalent to ‘about
two regiments; mostly
- Badger, a few Blinder)

EuropeanUSSR st ‘

.2nd LBAAf( _l Bllnder reglment
' v 7 Badger regiments (one
' possibly convertlng to
“Blinder)

Central Siberia ¢ - 3rd IRAA .+ 2 Badger regiments

Sov1et Far East 3rd LRAA 3 Badger regiments

LRA medlum bomber reglments are based.on 21 air-
fields: 17 in European USSR, one in.Central Siberia, and three in
the Soviet Far East. In addition, a small Badger detachment operates
from an airfield in the Eastern Arctic. These airfields, with the
exception of the Arctic base and one that is shared with the SNAF,
may be grouped into»ItAwo classes according to the length of their
runways -- 8, 200 feet or 9, 800 feet. This distinction is significant
because Blinder aircraft have been based only on the airfields with
9, 800 feet runways, and the majority of LRA medium bomber bases
have 8, 200 feet runways. Table 8 shows the distribution of LRA
homebases, including heavy bomber airfields which fall into a third
class with runways of 11, 500 feet and longer. |:| '
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Table 8

' Sov1etLRA. Distribution of Home Bases,
- by .Length of Runway
Mid-1966

11,500 Feet or More 9,800 Feet 8,200 Feet

Furopean USSR - 1st LRAA - 2 . 3

2nd LRAA ’ 2 2 .5
Central Siberia 3rd LRAA 1 1
Soviet Far East 3rd LRAA 2 2

3 Ter-a

~ AN

All of the airfields with runways of 11, 500 feet and over
are currently occupied by LRA heavy bomber units, with the exception
of one of the airfields in the Soviet Far East. The latter is shared
between LRA andthe: SNAF, and supports two Badger regiments (one
from each service) and a SNAF Bear reconnaissance unit. - This air-

field was extended to.its gresent length during 1965, prior to the
delivery of SNAF Bear. : :

In the European USSR, all of the airfields with 9, 800 feet
runways in the lst LRAA support Blinder regiments, as does one of
the two airfields of this class in the 2nd LRAA. Before 1964, three
of these five airfields had 8, 200 feet runways, and in two cases there
is a close correlation between the extension of the runways and the

-initial deployment of Blinder. The other base where the runway has

been lengthened since 1964 has been used as a deployment airfield
by Blinder aircraft, and it is possible that the Badger regiment
stationed there is in the process of converting to Blinder. Only
Badger units are stationed on the 12 airfields in the European USSR

having 8, 200-foot runways. I:]

At present the only medium bomber base in Central
Siberia has a runway of 8, 200 feet and supports two Badger regiments.
Until 1965 a Badger squadron also was based in this area,.at.an
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airfield with a 9, 800-foot runway. This unit has been deactivated, how-
ever, and LRA aircraft are no longer based at this' field.

In the Sov1et Far Ea.st, LRA medium bomber regiments
are based at two airfields with 9, 800-foot runways and at one base with
a runway of more than 11, 500 feet. The latter base is shared with the
SNAF, as-noted above; ‘and the extension of the runway to its present’
length is clearly associated with the deployment of SNAF Bear. The
two bases with runways of 9, 800 feet each support one LRA Badger regi-
ment. One of these bases was extended from its former length of
8, 200 feet during the past year. |:|

3. Operations and Training
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4. Capabilitie 5 -

The LRA mJg’dlum ‘bomber forces have a s1gn1f1cant
capability for operations-against probable target areas in Eurasia,
but only a very limited ¢apability for operations dgainst the ‘United °

States. |:|

LRA Badger and Blinder bombers on two-way unrefueled
missions from home bases in European USSR could reach all major
targets in the United Kingdom, Western Europe, North Africa, the
Near East, and the Middle East. Badger bombers based in the Soviet
Far East would be capable of two-way unrefueled missions against
Japan, South Korea, Okinawa, and Formosa, and, with a single
inflight refueling, could fly two-way missions against Guam, the
Philippines, South Vietnam, and Thailand. Badger bombers from
the Soviet Far East and Central Slberla also could operate throughout

Communist China. I:I

By deploying to Arctic bases or refueling, Badger bombers
from European USSR could conduct two-way missions against Iceland,
Greenland, and Northern Canada. It is believed that one or possibly
two Badger regiments might be employed for such missions. It is
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the Blinder -- which has a shorter.combat radius .than - .
the .Ba’.dgex,‘__nb‘a‘e rial _refueling:capability, .and-no record ‘of deploy-
ments; to, the Arctic -~ would;be:used against these target areas.

Badger bombers from the Soviet Far East could:conduct. two-way un- -
fefuéled__ v_.;nviA_s"s:.'ibhs' .a,ga‘i_ns_t;Al?,fs ka .and. :Northwestern:Canada, and, with
inflight refueling, Vcouldv;ré,'a;ch._;':;he_; extreme northwestern corner-of the
continex_ita,l"Un;ited Sta,te's,:f_f'@_lfn‘;,_:b\_agges ;in-:th_e.-.eaétern'-'Arctic. It is unlikely
that mo re,than,one B adger.regiment would be used in. this area. |:|

unlikely that

'

A 5 Maijor De‘v'élop\rﬁe_xi‘ts.

" Events during the past year suggest that there has been
a.major change.in.Soviet programs for the modernization of LRA
medium bomber.forces;: and. :it,:i;sf._.‘unl'i_kely,thatu_thejs_ e forces will develop
in the manner previously’estitiated.” ‘It had béén expected that the
Bl_i_qdeg:_i would become themamgstrlge Lagirc-rafi;;‘qyer the next few years,
with the Badger shifting to. a support role.. The Blinder program has
developed :slbwly{ howeve-i', and recent intelligence indicates that this
aircraft may. be phas ed out of production much. sooner than anticipated.
In addition, it appears ‘that LRA may be preparing to equip a sub-
stantial portion of its }'Badgfer:‘:f'br“ce's:_-‘_with ,an,v.ux;;‘identified ASM. . This
could si'gn,i'fican’tly:improve the strike capability of LRA Badger air-
craft, extending their u‘f?éful life-into the early. 1970's. It is possible,
therefore, that the USSR. has decided to lithit the deployment of the
Blinder, .and. to provide the B,é:c:_l'gréAr, with an- ASM delivery capability
so as to maintain the striking i)ower of their ‘medium bomber forces.

a. Blinder Deployment

, indicates that only some

25 Blinder have beorr TTHVEITW 10 LKA units during the past year --
about the same number introduced: during each of the three preceding
years. To some extent, this slow rate of deployment has reflected
difficultie'_s with the aircraft itself -- during 1964, for example,
Blinder aircraft in operational units were -.grounded for about six
months because of engine troubles. It is believed that another reason
for the relatively slow pace of Blinder deployment probablv was the
lack of a suitable ASM.
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| There has
been no-evidence of ASM’ act1v1ty by operatmnal Blmder units, however,
and recent:Fcoverage of Blinder bases <~ both LRA and
SNAF -- did not reveal any-indication of the construction of ASM
facilities. - It is- unl1ke1y, theréfore, " that deployment of a Blinder ASM
system is-imminent;’d

1 The fact that only a few medium
ombe¥t basgs nave nad their runways extended to the: length associated
with Blmder also suggests that further deployment of this aircraft will
be limited." »

R b 30 Badger ASM Assoc1at10ns o

'J . : D bRt R e 3 .

suggest that LRA 15 preparing t0 €4urp o suustanrar poTtIon I Its
Badger forces with an'unidentified ASM system. ' Indications of such
a program 1nc1ude the" constructmn ‘of p0351b1e ASM facilities at LRA
Badger bases,’ J ' | the sighting of
, ASM- equzpped Badger at LKA bases, and & new’ Badger modlflcatlon

program IZ]J R T

s YR R

- -

: indicates 'that possible ASM
storage/handling Tacilities are under construction at nine LRA Badge'r
bases’'in European USSR. The construction of this type of facility

] et severarstes propaply are nearmg completion.  There
is considerable variation in the arrangement of the facilities at the
different bases;' but each site obviously is intended for the same
function. A typical site contains two large drive- through bu11d1ngs
and is-located in a secured area near the aircraft parklng aprons or
hardstands. Each of the drive- -through buildings .is approximately
75 feet wide and 175 feet long, although one has four drive-through
bays and the other only three. The four-bay buildih’g also has a two-
story office-type building attached to one side, giving it a distinctive
"T'" shape. Roadways within the site link the drive- -through buildings
with a parking ramp and two large concrete pads. Access from the
site of aircraft parking areas is provided by a single road, ]
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The drive-through buildings appear to be suitable for
the storage, -assembly, and checkout of a medium-size ASM, and there
is no other: apparent function for a facility of this nature at a bomber
base. = Sites of this type have been seen only at LRA Badger bases,
and the nine bases-involved support 11 Badger- regiments -- some
330 aircraft, or about one-half of the total LRA Badger force. These
bases all have runways of 8, 200 feet and are not considered as candidates

for Blinder deployment. I:I

+The. .

ASMT™S RIIOWIL TO D€ Carried by the Badger are the Kennel {AS-1I) and
the Kipper (AS-2). The Kennel has about the same cruising speed as
the unidentified ASM, but a. -range of only 55 nautical miles. The

.Klpper ha.s .a range comparable to the unidentified ASM.. but an average

cruising speed of about 800 knots.
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There have been several reports of ASM-equipped
Badger at LRA bases. :In March 1965 a Badger equipped with the
Kennel missile was reported as operating from one'of the bases of the’
LRA bomber training division, and in May 1965 there was a' similar .
report of a Kennel-equipped Badger landing at another of the LRA. -
medium bomber bases. Although both of these reports indicate that "< -
the missile was a Kennel, the sightings were made from:a distanée:and
the identification cannot be considered firm.: Neither of these bases =
I has.one.of the possible ASM facilities under construction. )

|:|of Kennmer or enmer-type missiles at yet another LRA- adger
base. '1 } one Badger with a probable ‘Kennel
installed, one probable Kennel being towed-along a taxiway, and two
or three probable Kennel missiles [—* § — ]

¢| One of the possible ASM facilities is under construction at
t

n1s base, and the Badger with the probable Kennel was parked near
this site.|
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6. Production Programs- =~ =7 »

Production of the :Blinder is'estimated to continue’at Kazan'
Airframe Plant No. 22. It-is-believed,: however, that the. Bhnder w111 be
phased out of productlon w1th1n the next: year ‘or so.: - R ERL

Recent 1nte111gence 1nd1cates that :the Classu: (Il 62) four-
jet passenger transport is. entermg production-at: ‘Plant No.: 22:° B { RE R
would be possible for the Blinderiand thé:Clagsicito-be prqdueed ;,s1mu'l~"-
taneously at Kazan', but this-is ¢onsideéred unlikely. ‘:If,~for éxample;, -
the plant facilities were divided equally between the two:programs’it -
would be possible for production ofithazBlinder to continue at a rate of
about four aircraft per month, but productionof the Classic would be
limited to little more than one aircraft per month. . If the USSR intends
to use-the Classic extensively, as-reports-indicate;:it is unlikel that
such a low rate of production would be con31dered acceptable. lj)‘- R

Between rnid- 1964 and mid- 1966 only about 50 Bhnder
were delivered to the LRA ard few, if any, to:thé SNAF, The current

‘estimate that about 210 Blinder had been produced.by mid-1966 is -

based on a peak rate of three aircraft per month. This is a slight -
reduction from earlier estimates based on a peak .rate of four.air-
craft per month. [ ]

the relative numhers of
Blinder bombers and ASM carriers produced, but|

ftleLomtemm sygpests that the Blinder '"B'' ASM carriers aremot

being produced at any substantial rate. | |
suggests that 11 of the Blinder at Kazan'

were "AT models (bombers) and only four were probable "B'' models

(ASM carriers). | |
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L also -indicates that Kazan' is
engaged in a mew Dauger modinication program. - Through:at least
1963, Plant No. __22.modiﬁed_'Badge,r,__bomb.e‘rs“.tQ',the:;.Ba_dge;':‘ wcn.
(Kipper ASM-carrier configuration) for the SNAF.. “More:recently -
the plant is believed to have modified.a.small numbé riof/Badger for ...
special missions, such as the Badger "D", a reconnaissance variant.
o _These later programs involved relatively small numbers.of aircraft

T e pY T IIVEIIICAUIUI prOgTAln Ndas_begun.

' show 11.or 12 -Badger »lqcated.-i_r; .the jSame.area: previously
oT thé modification of Badger bombers.to Badger "C'' ASM

carriers.

o 1 41

7. -Projected Fozv'cﬂe‘s

The current status of LRA medium bomber programs.is
uncertain. The following projections are based on the. belief that .
Blinder will be phased o.gj of production within the next year or so and
that a number of Badger units are in.the process. of-acquiring an ASM-
delivery capability. Betause of these factors, - the compaosition of -
the projected forces. is. considerably different from previous.estimates.
Overall e levels, however, are similar to those previously esti-
mated. ﬁ ‘ - o

a. 1966-68

-It is believed that the composition of LRA medium -
bomber forces will undergo major changes during this period. Fur-
ther deployment of the Blinder probably will be.limited, and.the rate
of delivery is unlikely to exceed the average.of 25 aircraft per year
achieved during the past three years. - It is possible that some
Blinder may eventually be equipped with the Kitchen ASM. There
are no indications that the de'plo.yrnent of this system is imminent,
however, and it is probable that most Blinder will ‘be employed in
the bomber/reconnaissance role. [ ] :
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: .. . The most significant development projected for this
perlod is the modlflcatlon of LRA Badger for the delivery of ASM's

- suggests a mlssﬂe
of the ype, nough: “possible tha mpletely new mis-
sile is. mvolved C[‘he rate. at wh1ch it.is estlmated that this.gsystem
will be deployed is. relatlvely high, - but is comparable tothe rate at
which modified . Badger; ASM carriers.were- introduced.into:the. SNAF
in 1960- 61 LIt 1is; pos31ble that a few. .Badger ASM carriers already are
.ass1gned to LRA units, . .but it is unhkely that a significant operational -
capability ex15ts at present Estlmated force levels-through mid-1968.

are.given in. Table 9.} - I:I R

“g -

PR A }a:_l":.-'; I ST Table9, v

‘7 /Soviet LRA‘Medium Bomber Forces:
Number of-Aircraft, by Model

Midyear 1966-68
Units
Mid=1966 Mid-1967 Mid-1968
g Badger ‘

Bomber - - 500 to 525 300 to 325 150 to 175
Tanker “  125.to0 150 125 to 150 125 to 150
ASM carrier - _ 75 to 125 150 to 200
Total 625 to 675 500 to 600 425 to 525
Blinder 100 to 110 125 to 150 . 125 to 150
" Total - 725 to 785 625 to 750 550 to 675

b. 1969-76

It is estimated that the principal change in the com-
position of the medium bomber forces during the first part of this
period will be the phasing-out of most Badger bombers and some of
the Badger tankers. The number of Badger ASM carriers and of
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Blinder probably.will:remain relatively stable at the mid-1968 levels,

- resulting in‘a total ' medium bomber forceé of some 400 aircraft in ‘the

early 1970's:
- E-A!:-Tf. Bk Rl SN L fr

-+ 'It'is believed that the limited deployment of the

‘Blinder: will ‘leadto ‘the introduction of a new medium bomber in the
1972-73 period.: By this time the ‘phasing out of the Badger ASM car=

riers.could:be expectedito begin, ‘and the deployment of a new system

would be necessary‘to'maintain an acceptable force level. It is believed

thatthe:developmentof such an aircraft would be detected in the 1968-70
period, several years before it became operational. By the 1975-76
period, Blinder aircraft also would begin to phase out, resulting in a
total force.of some 350 aircraft -- about 100 new medium bombers,

100 Blinder, and some 150 Badger ASM carriers and tankers.

- 70 -

TOP SECRET




2 e AL swnsam o .

. TOPsSKCRET:

V. Military Space Systems

l - AL M .

TOP SE

- 71 -

RET




- TOP'SE@RET

/

B. Military Support Systems

TOP S

- 72 -

CRET




Soviet reaction to announcements that the .United States is.
proceeding with the Manned Orb1t1ng Laboratory (MOL) program ,. \':
indicates that the 1eadersh1p is very much concerned,with.US.mi: 1tary
space developments and will act to. maintain parityyin, thlS are,a,x,Muchﬂ
of the activity in the Voskhod program -- ~shirtsleeve; environment and-
extravehicular activity -- has. prov1ded~ necessary,.,background for; ... .
developments in this directionn, and the development:of the large Pro-
ton booster indicates a capability to- place in_orbit »r,e]katlvely large, .
man- rated capsules in the near future Whether 2ir owniimiti- .-
ative or- in reaction to the MOL prograrﬂ, it is expected that the USSR .
will orb1t manned veh1c1es capable of carry1ng out. '11tary missions . -
over some extended per1od of tlme Such mlssmns mlght well. 1m;1ude,
space reconnalssance, real tune damage assessment, survelllance
of mobile weapons of various types, ~and 1nspect104n and_ destructlon of
artificial satelhtes as Well as. the general and myriad.: ct1,,1t1es nec-;‘_::,'.
essary to advancmg space technology and, exp101tat10n.

. .V'v‘:;“

C.', S_pace Weapons Systems o

The official; pohcy of the USSR on space, llke that of the .
United States,, is that space should be used excluS1ve1y for peaceful
purposes and kept free of m111tary weapons. - For:a.number of.years, -
however, Soviet officials expressing deep .concern:over US.military,
space act1v1t1es, have at serted the W1111ngness and ab111 r..of the. USSR ,
to use space for military purposes should the need ‘arise. .
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Aside from the parading of'a “gljohgﬁlrockét’,”theSCRAG,
the most direct public statément ofuftenttqoﬁp{r%"da(r:e?(sp;éeWeapons
was contained.in the Soviet rejoinder to a’ Us accusation that the
possession of "orbital 'rockets' ‘contradicted th: ﬁlntofthe UN re-
solution a‘:g'ains“t'né‘cl'eé.r‘Wééﬁdﬁ:é(i"'{n spa’cé(The SoYl’e)tklrepl}‘rstated
that the resolution did not ban 'd:é'x»}"él"d}‘)'.rﬁ\é.i:it,‘f P oduegloﬁ, _and acceptance
of such weapons as equipmient ‘of ‘the armedfércesuAltrhough this .~
statement ignored the: i's?sq’é""’bf{ésiséfr’éi’:idxiéfdepl‘is";‘szﬁién‘%ﬁ?fi‘c‘aid_"s{igg‘és‘t .
the likelihood of Soviet intere’st in developing orbitaPWeapons during’
the years to come. For the foreseeable future, however, it appears
that offensive multiple orbital weapons will not co’rnp%.re fé.'{rbi:’ably' with
ICBM's in terms of effectiveness, reaction’'time, targeting flexibility,
vulnerability, ‘average lifé, and positive 'éo'ntr61‘.4":"‘?11%1‘:'3\'(1;&36& ‘of these

factors, plus the far greater ‘cost d‘f',s'uc'h"fv:v'é"ap"t‘)ﬁs,‘:;i‘;t""'is“unlikély -
that the USSR will deploy an-offensive multiple orbifal :Wééﬁari system
within the next five to te: years, although it ”a.lriliéf"'cfé'ftéihif will
carry out expermintal test‘flights of S'Iﬁacfé-%/'ehié’l'efg‘:'iéghvé}iiiﬁié.‘fo
weapon systems. It is not definite that the’ TT-4'lTaunches’are not a
step in this direction, although this is considered to be unlikely on the

basis of available information.

-t

On the other hand, the TT-4 may be eithér the 1'0'1'1:gpit'outed
Soviet "global rocket" -- a fractional-orbital weapon with ranges up
to 16,000 or 18,000 nm -: or a suborbital system for precursor
weapons of shorter range. Because of the accuracy limitation on
a fractional-orbital system, it is believed that the weapon under
development is more likely to be of the suborbital type. Lacking other
evidence on the system to be deployed at the four'new soft launchers
at Plesetsk (Sites G:and H), it would be prudent to plan on the possi-
bility that the TT-4 system may be deployed there by mid-1967. The
Plesetsk complex is the only close-range launch area that now appears
to have a capability t6 launch the SS-9 vehicle. For this reason, it is
estimated that any deployment of this- system in the near future will be
quite limited.
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VI. Command -and.Control Systems .

Command and control is an- amorphous concept which embraces-all
the factors that affect the. Ways in which a national leadership copes
with problems 1nvolv1ng the use or potentlal use of military force. It..
includes, but is not identical w1th the functional performance of the
facilities.-- the techmcal mechanisms and the organizational procedures
which cons}tltute{the nervous system of a military organization. More
than this, ‘command and control. includes. the capabilities of the forces
themselves,“ s1nce the ways in wh1ch a leadership can respond to cr1ses
depend upon the means at its dlsposal. In brief, command and control
refers to the potent1a11t1es for action wh1ch govern the management of
m111tary forces in war situations.

_Soy prep ratlons for the contlngency of war are st111 affected by
the partlcul : ew of general nuclear war which prevailed in the Soviet
mllltary estabhshment during ‘the early 1960 s. Variously labeled in
the West the "one - act war, ' ''the short war, " or the ''nuclear spasm, "
this view held that the initial nuclear exchange would largely determine
the outcome of war and that theater operations would be of secondary
1mportance _ Although this view has since been. modified substantially,
the Soviet Unlon has opt1m1zed its preparations for a general nuclear, .
war in Europe at the exl}ense of preparatlons for conflicts of lesser
intensity. .

The decisions regarding force structure and doctrine which were
made under the influence of these v1ews of the early 1960's affect the
range of options available to the Soviet command and control system
today. The technical apparatus of the Soviet command and control
system and the capabilities of the Soviet leadership to cope with
various wartime situations are analyzed in the following paragraphs. I:I

A. The Technical Apparatus

General nuclear war would obviously introduce factors that _
a command and control system has never faced. Modern weapons are
capable of plac1ng all rear areas under attack from the outset of a war.
The widespread destruction would be of unprecedented magnitude.
Such disruption of the traditional sanctuaries could forestall mobiliza-
tion, jeopardize central government control over the country, and

- 75 -

TOP SE(RET




make. civil defense an acute national problém. In contrast to situations
of the past, where breakdowns of command channels have affected
mainly field commands'rather than central headquarters, nuclear war
could*bring about 'é*‘fcloﬁ’plre:t'e“collapse of the whole national command
network’:" "This’prospect’poses the most perplexing problem to confront
the "’n"a’t'ibhéil_' leddership:““how to maintain central control over a myriad
of :éé'p’é."fé;'tel"y*'dé"\;e'l'()ﬁﬁi'r{'g:'aétio'ﬁs, any one of which might carry broad
stratégic-implications,{ while ‘adequately insuring the ability of field
coiﬁiﬁ’éﬁdé?‘stto':opé'ryé%éﬁi.h"céhaitions of temporary isolation from the
centér. At the heart-of ‘this .'politico-strategi'c problem is a technical
one YZ’the question’ of ‘the ‘adequacy of the communications and data-
handlidg ¢apabilities {5 cope with the problems of nuclear war-.

I —
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- A critical factor affecting the adequacy of Soviet command -and
control capabilities is the extent to which the system is equipped with
automatic data-handling facilities. . We know.that Soviet prof1c1ency
. in.the technology of automation is high, but there.is reason.to doubt .
-that ‘the military application -of data processing has been developed as. .

rapidly as might have been possible. Itis clear, at least,. -that Soviet
military spokesmen themselves are.dissatisfied with the rate at which
these advanced techniques are being assimilated by .the.forces., ‘A recur-
rent complaint in the military press over the past year or two- has been
that commanders and staffs have been slow to take. advantage .of the
p0531b111t1es atforded by the new computer techniques., In;view of these
complaints, we believe that the introduction of data- -processing facilities
in.the Soviet armed forces has been proceeding unevenly, ;with priority

undoubtedly assigned to the Air Defense and Strategic Rocket Forces:

.-'a

: In general the limited ev1dence on. the techmcal capab111t1es :
of the Soviet command and control system is consistent'with what we -
would expect in the light of the general level of Soviet technical pPro= .
ficiency. . The operatlonal capabilities of the system, however,. -depend
not. only on technology but on.the ways in which the Soviet leaders are -
prepared to use their forces. . From this standpoint, certain weaknesses
in.the Soviet command and control system become apparent.. Havmg
predicated their preparations on the assumption that the next.-war would
be nuclear, thep—=ay fi#{d themselves less than well prepared for -other
contingéncies. '

. B.  Operational Capabilities

The USSR has been improving its forces to maximize its v
chances for survival in a nuclear environment. Military leaders have
placed.increasing stress on mobility, dispersion, hardened facilities,
and the pre-positioning of stocks and equipment, while insisting, at the
same time, on the maintenance of high standards of combat readiness
and an ability to react rapidly. Both the direct evidence available to
us andour general knowledge of Soviet capabilities and planning. con-
cepts give reason to believe that the command and control procedures
associated with these forces are tailored to the same requirements.

Moreover, we believe that command facilities are
T at alternate facilities are available in the event that
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regular channels are disabled. Classified documents mention the use
of preplanned instructions for force commanders -- a system’ calculated
to insure the maximum .economy of time in getting forces into action.

In the_event that hostilities were to commence ‘according:to thé patterns
foreseen in Soviet doctrine -- a full-scale -nuclear exchange <~ ‘the :sub-
sequent control procedures would probably operate much ‘in thé ‘way-they
have been planned.” That is, they would be directed at assuring the
Soviet Union the initiative in a nuclear exchange. I:I RN

However, there are other possible scenarios for the beginning
of ‘a general nuclear war for which the USSR may be less well 'prepared.
For example, a war might begin as a conventional conflict*and ‘then only
much later, or unevenly, escalate to the nuclear stage: In s;iiic}i,’éir—' :
cumstances, extremely complex problems of war managemert might
arise. Theater forces would have to be set new tasks in accordance
with the changed situation. War plans would have to be ‘adjusted to
take-account of the gains and losses registered-in the conventibnal =
phase; IR/MRBM forces might have to be retargeted d‘epen‘ding’o’ﬁ the
results of prior ground operations; planned employment of tactical air--
craft for nuclear strikes might have to be discarded:-because of losses
in-conventional operations. Such contingencies as these would obvi-
ously impose extraordinary burdens on Soviet data-précessing and data-
dissemination capabilities.. |

The USSR also appears to be poorly prepared to deal ‘with the
problem of tactical nuclear war. Tactical nuclear weapons can be
delivered by the artillery rockets and tactical aircraft of thé Soviet
theater forces: Judging by statements made by Soviet officers in the
classified doctrinal debates of the early 1960's, "authority over the
targeting of weapons and the timing of strikes would devolve on field
commanders once the order to employ nuclear weapons'is ‘issued.
This appears to involve a degree of decentralization of cominand-over
the use of nuclear weapons that is not paralleled in US practice. ~The .
implications of these procedures for close political control in an .
escalating situation are apparent. T }+- S —— -
the confidence

Ty TOIUTGT TCaUT ISP 1T 1TS anIIIty 10 €Xert discrete gradations
of military pressure must be very low in circumstances where the
command options are simply either to commit or to withhold nuclear

weapons. I:I '
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Large-scale.conventional war would also. face:Soviet command
and control with problems.which.it. might find difficult:to handle. .-The
Soviet theater forces which exist today .were.é‘.,tr;ucture,d_:.-,in;.the‘:jéai:ly
1960's under the influence, of ;Khrushchev!s view:that:the next warwould,
be :short and would involve mainly strategic nuclea?;if}wvcépo'ns:.-f:“‘;‘.‘z.'I‘-he; A
theater forces were motorized and.-rebrga,nized-.t'o?-ifnprové their mo-..-
bility and their capabilitie s.for independent action:ih-a-nucle arenviron-
ment. Integral supporting elements were minip’g‘izgd and:the:required:
stocks and materials for a .rapid advance ‘against:light ‘oppositioriiwere.
pre-positioned. The role of reserves. from the weste,fn:m'ili,ta_r~y districts
of the US_SR;.Was greatly.reduced. These .change;s.';.;wére ‘:afc'corhpani'ed by-
a revamping of the Warsaw Pact commandi.a_lir_ar'xgvéme_nts’fsoz ithat-Eastern
‘European forces were more closely. integrated into:Soviet operations

and -- with the reduced emphasis. on Soviet reservesit«-boreigreater -

responsibility for the disch'al?_.ge of their own specific tasks. ¢.To:pre-,:
pare them better for this new:partnership,- Eastern/European-forces - .

were reequipped and reorganized.

i i foy s E
3 PTOIE e
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The principal effect of these structural'changes-was:to.greatly -
increase the speed and r_naneuverability'of,.Sovi_et»-theater.zf_o_rce_’s~.'~f--"-.-W-hi1e
these qualities were intended;mainly to improve ‘the:capabilities .of the
theater forces.to operate in a nuclear environment,. they.contributed
also to Soviet conventional warfare capabilities .- ~ particularly for.: -
conflicts which might de‘gelop rapidly, and quickly assume a highly
dynamic character. For more ‘sustained action, however,  Soviet con-
ventional warfare capabilities were reduced by the structural changes
of the early 1960's. A principal reason for:.this is. that many of the
support elements that would be needed for protracted theater force. -
operations were removed in the interests:. of streamlining the forces - .
for rapid advance with nuclear support. Moreover, many. of the sup-
port elements that were retained have been kept at reduced strength. I:]

Soviet capabilities to cope with the problems of conventional
warfare, consequently, would probably vary greatly ‘depending on.the.
magnitude and nature of the conflict. If the conflict were relatively
limited -- as, for example, a field army operation -- Soviet capa-i
bilities would probably be excellent. If the conflict were to become:
more widespread and protracted, relative Soviet capabilities would

diminish. |:|
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Finally, Soviet.capabilities to'manage crisis situations or to
engage in strategic maneuvering with the:West are alsd limited. ‘Lack-
ing the-depth and variety of strategic’ capab111t1es ‘available to the’
United States, the Soviet Union is correspondingly lackmg in'the range
of policy options which these capabilities afford. The negative re-
action which the Soviet Union has thus far displayed toward efforts
to invite a dialogue on'the concepts of nuclear-restraint and selectlve
targetmg 1s one notable symptom of thls 11m1tat1on ' :

C. Prospects .a/

- Many of the potential weaknesses in the Soviet'command and
control system noted above may be cofrected as Soviet forces acquire
new capabilities and’as Soviet doctrine adjusts ‘to take account of the
possibilities inherent in these improvements. It is possible, for "
example, that the increasing strength of the Soviet ICBM force could
give the Soviet leadership greater confidence in the efficacy of their
deterrent and lead them to consider a wider'array of strategic
responses in the event of a conflict with the United States. |:|

The USSR has given increasing evidence of an awareriess
that capabilities for conventional warfare could play an important
role in its confrontation with the United States in the future. Soviet
military leaders have indicated in their doctrinal writings and in
private conversations that they no longer categorically reject the
possibility of non-nuclear warfare in Europe. Moreover, they have
taken practical measures to improve their capabilities to meet this
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kind of contingency. A number of exercises over the past two years
have appeared to be based on the assumption that military operations
could take place in Europe without immediate, automatic escalation
to nuclear war. Over the next five years, we expect to see a gradual
improvement in Soviet capabilities to deal with limited war situations,
and a consequent broadening of the options' available to the Soviet
‘command and control system. I:I

lncreasihg evidence has accumulated over the past year, as
discussed in section:I, above, that the problems of Soviet strategy --
including the limitations on command and control options imposed by
the existing force structure and doctrinal concepts -- are being given
a new and extensive scrutiny by Soviet military thinkers. It is
already apparent from the published writings that have emerged from
this scrutiny that the major issue that is being posed is whether the
USSR can successfully extricate itself from the 'all or nothing'
dilemma imposed by Khrushchev's view of the nature of a future
nuclear war. The message conveyed by these wiritings is that there
is a way out, that nuclear war need not be thought of as a mere pre-
lude to disaster, that it can be contémplated as an instrument of
policy, and that it is susceptible to rational control. How these mili-
tary thinkers propose to translate these assertions into practical
measures is not yet apparent. But it is clear that there is new
movement in Soviet mifitary thinking, and that the objective of this
military thinking is to-broaden the options that are now available to
the Soviet policymaker.in confronting the issue of war. I:l
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